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BELLSOUTH PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS, INC.

VERIFIED TESTIMONY OF ROBERT L. KIRKLAND

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE C

OMMISSION OF SOUTH CAROLINA

DOCKET|NO. 2003-77-C

DECEMBER 11, 2003

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, YOUR POSITION WITH BELLSOUTH PUBLIC

COMMUNICATIONS, INC. (“BSPCY) AND YOUR BUSINESS ADDRESS.

My name is Robert L. Kirkland,

d my position is Manager, BellSouth Public

Communications, Inc. My business address is 75 Bagby Drive, Homewood, Alabama

35209.

PLEASE PROVIDE A BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF YOUR BACKGROUND AND

EXPERIENCE.

I started working with South Central Bell, which is now BellSouth Telecommunications,

Inc. ("BST"), in 1971. Since 1974, I

ave held many payphone-related positions within

the BellSouth family of companies, including working in staff support, business planning

and contract support, managing the

contract administration group for BSPC, and

managing the sales support staff for BSPC. From 1999 to the present, I have managed

BSPC's coin center operations, operatiohs center, and repair center.

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR 1

[ESTIMONY?
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A. The purpose of my testimony is to provide information in support of BSPC's Application

for Approval to Divest Itself of its Assets that was filed in this docket on March 11, 2003.

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE BSPC. :
i
i
A BSPC is a payphone service providér that offers certain payphone services throughout

South Carolina pursuant to certificates the Commission granted or approved in Order No.

97-65 in Docket No. 85-150-C, and in Order No. 97-268 in Docket No. 97-047-C.

Q. HOW DID BSPC COME INTO EXISTENCE?

t

In 1996, the Federal Communications Commission ("FCC") ruled that incumbent local

exchange companies ("ILECs") are free to provide payphone services "using structurally

"1

separate affiliates if they choose to do;so."" To the extent that a Bell Operating Company

(“BOC”) decided to provide payphon!e services through a structurally separate affiliate,
i
the FCC specified the assets that were to be transferred from the BOC to the separate
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affiliate,” and it specified the accounting treatment to be accorded those transferred
assets.’ BellSouth decided to provide payphone service through a separate affiliate,

BSPC, in compliance with these FCC tequirements.

See Report and Order, In the Matter of Implementation of the Pay Telephone
Reclassification Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, CC Docket No. 96-128, FCC
96-388 11 F.C.C.R. 20,541 at 157 (September 20, 1996) ("Payphone Order")(emphasis added).
2 Id. at 9] 159-60.

Id. at ]161-71.
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Accordingly, in 1997, this Comn:1ission entered an Order stating that “[BST’s]
application to transfer its South Ca;rolina payphone assets to BSPC . . . is hereby
approved.” The Commission also entered an Order granting BSPC’s request for
certification to “sell, vend, and install coin or coinless telephones in South Carolina . . .
2 Finally, the Commission entered an Order granting BSPC a Certificate of Public
Convenience and Necessity “to provide collect-only call capability for inmate and
operator services (local and intralLATA) to confinement facilities in South Carolina,
using automated Company owned telephones and alternate operator service to the general

public through Company owned payphones on a local and intralLATA basis.”®

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE THE PAYPHONE MARKETPLACE IN SOUTH CAROLINA.

4 Order Approving Asset Transfer, In Re Application of BellSouth Telecommunications,

Inc. for approval to Transfer its Pay Telephone Assets to BellSouth Public Communications,
Inc., Order No. 97-311 in Docket No. 97-046-C (April 15, 1997).

> Order Granting Certification, In Re: Request of BellSouth Public Communications, Inc.,
75 Bagby Drive, Homewood, AL 35209, for Certification to Sell, Vend, and Install Coin or
Coinless Telephones in South Carolina, Order No. 97-65 in Docket No. 85-150-C at 1 (January
23,1997).
6 Order Approving Certificate, In Re: Application of BellSouth Public Communications,
Inc. for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity to Provide Alternate Operator and
Inmate Telecommunications Services within the State of South Carolina, Order No. 97-268 in
Docket No. 97-047-C at 3 (April 1, 1997). The FCC also required BOCs like BellSouth to file
comparably efficient interconnection (“CEI”) plans with the FCC "describing how they will
comply with the Computer III unbundling, CEI parameters, accounting requirements, CPNI
requirements as modified by Section 222 of the 1996 Act, network disclosure requirements, and
installation, maintenance, and quality nondiscrimination requirements.” See Payphone Order at
9199. See also Id. at 11202-207. BellSouth filed its CEI plan with the FCC in compliance with
these requirements, and the FCC entered an order approving BellSouth's plan. See Order, I the
Matter of BellSouth Corporation’s Offer of Comparably Efficient Interconnection to Payphone
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A. The payphone marketplace in South! Carolina is highly competitive, and BSPC is only
one of many payphone service providérs competing in that market. This is not surprising.
Seven years ago, the FCC concluded that "incumbent LEC payphones must be
deregulated, detariffed and classified as CPE for regulatory purposes."” In reaching this
conclusion, the FCC stated that "the market for payphone CPE is competitive," and that
"it is not in the public interest to continue to treat LEC payphones as regulated
equipment, while treating independent payphones as CPE, and that deregulation of
payphones is consistent with the procompetitive approach set forth in Section 276 [of the
1996 Act]."8 The FCC also noted that "the market for payphone CPE is competitive and
LECs do not have any specific advantage in marketing payphone services in a

deregulated payphone market."’
Q. WHY IS BSPC EXITING THIS COMPETITIVE MARKETPLACE?

A. BSPC is exiting the marketplace as a result of continuing declines in payphone usage.
Increasing numbers of payphone users are choosing other alternatives such as wireless
communications and personal communications devices in lieu of payphone services.

BSPC's exit from the payphone marketplace will allow BellSouth to sharpen its focus and

Service Providers, CC Docket No. 96-128, FCC 97-792 (April 15, 1997) ("BellSouth CEI
Order™).
7 See Payphone Order at Y143 (emphasis added). CPE stands for “customer premise
equipment”. See Order, In the Matter of Wisconsin Public Service Commission, 17 FCC Rcd.
2051 at J11.

Id. (emphasis added).
? Id. at 149.
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direct its resources on its core broadband, Internet and digital network offerings, as well

as domestic and international lines of business for wireless, data, and voice services.
WHEN DOES BSPC INTEND TO COMPLETELY EXIT THE MARKETPLACE?

BPSC intends to completely exit the payphone business in South Carolina by late in the
first quarter of 2004. After BSPC has ceased providing any payphone services in South
Carolina, BSPC plans to seek withdrawal of the certificates the Commission granted or
approved in Order No. 97-65 in Docket No. 85-150-C and in Order No. 97-268 in Docket

No. 97-047-C by way of an appropriate filing in this docket.

HAS BSPC INFORMED THE PUBLIC OF ITS INTENT TO EXIT THE

MARKETPLACE?

Yes. Since February 2001, BSPC has distributed various press releases that have resulted
in newspaper articles in South Caroliha and in many other states that address BSPC's
intent to exit the market. Exhibit RLK-1 contains representative samples of such
newspaper articles. Information regarding BSPC's intent to exit the marketplace also has

been posted on the following website: http://www.bellsouth.com/public/.

HAS BSPC INFORMED LOCATION OWNERS OF ITS INTENT TO EXIT THE

MARKETPLACE?
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Yes. BSPC has notified its customers of its intentions on several occasions beginning as
early as February 2001 and most recently during the first two weeks of December 2003.

Exhibit RLK-2 contains representative samples of such correspondence.

IS BSPC WORKING TO MAKE A LOCATION PROVIDER'S TRANSITION FROM

BSPC TO ANOTHER PAYPHONE SERVICE PROVIDER A SMOOTH ONE?

Yes. A group within BSPC is working with other payphone service providers that have
been selected by a location provider in order to make the transition from BSPC to the
new provider a smooth one. This group offers the new provider the option of purchasing
the existing BSPC equipment (after it has been de-branded) at a discounted rate and the
option of transferring the existing line and telephone number to the new provider. This
group also works with the new provider to coordinate the disconnection of BSPC's
equipment with the connection of the new provider's equipment in an attempt to provide
continuity of service for the location provider. Since February 2001, when BSPC first
announced its plans to exit the payphone market, BSPC has transitioned thousands of
payphone stations to other payphone service providers in South Carolina. BSPC will
continue to work with the other payphone service providers in South Carolina in this

manner until all BSPC payphones have been removed.

AS BSPC GOES ABOUT EXITING THE COMPETITIVE PAYPHONE
MARKETPLACE IN SOUTH CAROLINA, WHAT WILL HAPPEN TO BSPC'S

ASSETS?
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In order to cease operations, divest its assets, and exit the payphone business in South
Carolina, BSPC is selling some of its payphones in place to other payphone service
providers or to location providers, after de-branding all equipment. Additionally, BSPC
is selling some of its payphones in bulk (after de-branding) to other equipment providers.
Some of the sets involved in such sales will remain in place, as described above, and
some are being removed from the location, de-branded, and sold to the buyer. BSPC is
also offering payphones for sale through the BellSouth Pioneers organization. Finally,
BSPC is disposing of any remaining payphones by selling parts to third parties and

junking the remaining unsold parts.

BSPC intends to transfer other support type equipment and assets (such as desks, chairs,
etc.) to BST, if needed, in full compliance with affiliate transaction rules. Any remaining
support assets will be sold or disposed of, as described above for the payphone

equipment.

WILL BSPC'S EXIT FROM THE COMPETITIVE PAYPHONE MARKETPLACE
AFFECT THE ABILITY OF ANY PAYPHONE SERVICE PROVIDER TO
CONTINUE PURCHASING PAYPHONE ACCESS LINES FROM BST, OTHER

LOCAL EXCHANGE COMPANIES ("LECS"), OR COMPETITIVE LOCAL

EXCHANGE COMPANIES ("CLECS")?

No. BSPC's decision to exit the competitive payphone marketplace in South Carolina

will not affect any payphone service provider’s ability to order access lines that it can
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attach to its payphone sets and other customer premise equipment ("CPE") in order to
provide payphone services to the public. BSPC does not provide these access lines in
South Carolina, or in any other state. Instead, BST, other LECs, and CLECs offer
tariffed payphone access lines to BSPC and other payphone service providers on a
nondiscriminatory basis.'® BSPC and other payphone service providers then attach these

access lines to their payphone sets and other CPE in order to provide payphone services

to the public.

The FCC has made it clear that payphone access lines are separate and distinct from the
type of payphone services that are offered by payphone service providers like BSPC.
The FCC, for instance, required LECs to unbundle basic transmission services (such as
payphone access lines) from CPE (such as the payphone sets), and it required incumbent
local exchange companies ("ILECs") like BST to set rates for intrastate payphone-
specific services in accordance with the FCC's requirements.'! When this Commission
applied the FCC's rulings to BST’s rates for payphone access lines, it ordered BST to
significantly reduce those rates and to pay refunds to payphone service providers.' In a

subsequent Order, the Commission approved a BST tariff filing that further reduced

10
11
12

See, e.g., BST's South Carolina General Subscriber Service Tariff A7.4.
See Payphone Order at ]146.
See Order Setting Rates for Payphone Lines and Associated Features, In Re Request of

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. for Approval of Revisions to its General Subscriber Service
Tariff and Access Service Tariff to Comply with the FCC's Implementation of the Pay Telephone
Reclassification and Compensation Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Order
No. 1999-285 in Docket No. 97-124-C (April 19, 1999); Order Ruling on Requests for
Reconsideration and Clarification, In Re Request of BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. for
Approval of Revisions to its General Subscriber Service Tariff and Access Service Tariff to
Comply with the FCC's Implementation of the Pay Telephone Reclassification and
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BST's rates for payphone access lines to even lower rates.”>  These low payphone access

line rates remain in effect today.

Q. HAS THE FCC ADDRESSED THE ABILITY OF A PAYPHONE SERVICE
PROVIDER LIKE BSPC TO EXIT THE MARKETPLACE IF IT CHOOSES TO DO

S0O?

A. Yes. The FCC has made it clear that a payphone service provider like BSPC is free to
exit the market if it chooses to do so. Section 276 of the Act addresses the provision of
payphone services, and it requires the FCC to adopt regulations implementing its
provisions. Section 276 provides that "to the extent that any State requirements are
inconsistent with the [FCC's] regulations, the [FCC's] regulations on such matters shall

preempt such State requirements."'

Q. HAS THE FCC ADOPTED ANY REGULATIONS REGARDING A PAYPHONE

SERVICE PROVIDER'S ABILITY TO EXIT THE MARKET?

A. Yes. The FCC adopted a regulation that states, "Each state must review and remove any

of its regulations applicable to payphones and payphone service providers that impose

Compensation Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Order No. 1999-497 in Docket
No. 97-124-C (July 19, 1999).

13 See Order Reducing PTAS Rate, In Re: Request of BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
Jor Approval of Revisions to its General Subscriber Service Tariff and Access Service Tariff to
Comply with the FCC's Implementation of the Pay Telephone Reclassification and
Compensation Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Order No. 2001-1054 in
Docket No. 97-124-C (December 4, 2001).
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market entry or exit requirements." "’

HAS THE FCC SPECIFICALLY ADDRESSED A PAYPHONE SERVICE

PROVIDER'S ABILITY TO EXIT THE MARKETPLACE?

Yes. The FCC stated that inhibiting a payphone service provider's ability to exit the
marketplace is simply bad policy.!® The FCC, for example, noted that the competition
that existed in the payphone market in 1996 "has been significantly distorted by
government regulation of prices, regulatory barriers to entry and exit, as well as by

significant subsidies from other telecommunications services."'’

Recognizing the
existence of many state "requirements that must be fulfilled before a [payphone service
provider] can enter or exit the payphone marketplace," the FCC concluded, "that these
state regulations are barriers to a fully competitive payphone market . . . ."'* The FCC
stated, "ease of entry and exit in this market will foster competition and allow the market,
rather than regulation, to dictate the behavior of the various parties in the payphone

nl9

industry. The FCC, therefore, concluded that the States are required to remove "in

particular, those rules that impose market entry or exit requirements."*

Several entities, including various State commissions, asked the FCC to reconsider this

See 47 U.S.C. §276(c)(emphasis added).
See 47 C.F.R. §64.1330(a).
Conversely, the FCC has noted that eliminating requirements that inhibit the ability to

f:7xit the payphone market is good policy. See, e.g., Payphone Order at §12.

Payphone Order at §13.
Id. at §59.

Id.

1d. at §60.

10
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regulation and its reasoning supporting it, but the FCC declined. In addressing these
requests, the FCC stated that:

burdensome state entry and exit requirements would be inconsistent with
the rules we have adopted to implement the congressional mandate
embedded generally in Section 276 of the Act, and, more specifically, in
the requirements of Section 276(b)(1)(A) to ensure fair compensation for
each and every call using a payphone. For these reasons, we are satisfied
that our directive to the states to eliminate such burdens is within the
preemption authority granted to us by Congress in Section 276(c).
Accordingly, we deny requests by the states that we reconsider our
conclusions in this regard.!

Q. ARE YOU AWARE OF ANY STATE COMMISSIONS THAT HAVE APPLIED
THESE FCC DIRECTIVES TO STATE RULES THAT CONSTITUTE BARRIERS TO

EXIT FROM THE PAYPHONE MARKETPLACE?

A. Yes. After the FCC entered these Orders, the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission
reviewed its existing regulations to determine whether they were consistent with the
FCC's decision. One of those regulations required each telephone utility to supply at
least one coin-operated public telephone in each exchange that the utility served. After

applying the principles set forth in the FCC's Payphone Orders to that rule, the Indiana
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Commission entered an Order stating:

we agree that [the rule] is an exit barrier, and as such is no longer
enforceable. We instruct our General Counsel to take the necessary steps
to have this regulation deleted from our Service Standards.

Exhibit RLK-3 is a copy of this Order.

21 Order on Reconsideration, In the Matter of Implementation of the Pay Telephone

Reclassification Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, CC Docket No. 96-128, FCC
96-439, 11 FCC Rcd. 21,233 at 139 (November 8, 1996) ("Payphone Reconsideration
Order")(emphasis added).
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ARE PAYPHONE SERVICE PROVIDERS SEEKING TO ENTER THE MARKET IN

SOUTH CAROLINA?

Yes. Exhibit RLK-4 includes pages from various agenda the Commission has issued
since January 1, 2003. This exhibit shows that in the past year, at least 15 payphone

service providers have sought to enter the payphone marketplace in South Carolina.

ARE PAYPHONE SERVICE PROVIDERS SEEKING TO EXIT THE MARKET IN

SOUTH CAROLINA?

Yes. Exhibit RLK-4 shows that in the past year, at least 26 payphone service providers

have sought to exit the payphone marketplace in South Carolina.

TO THE BEST OF YOUR KNOWLEDGE, HAS THE COMMISSION IMPOSED ANY
CONDITIONS ON THE ABILITY OF THESE OTHER PAYPHONE SERVICE

PROVIDERS TO EXIT THE MARKET IN SOUTH CAROLINA?
No, not to my knowledge.

HAS ANY OTHER STATE COMMISSION IN BELLSOUTH'S REGION

ADDRESSED BSPC'S ABILITY TO EXIT THE PAYPHONE MARKETPLACE?

12
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Yes. On November 20, 2003, the Alabama Public Service Commission issued an Order
granting BSPC's request to divest its assets and cease its operations in Alabama. The
Commission specifically found BSPC's request "to be consistent with the public interest,

convenience and necessity.” Exhibit RLK-5 is a copy of that Order.

DID THE ALABAMA COMMISSION'S ORDER IMPOSE ANY CONDITIONS ON

BSPC'S ABILITY TO EXIT THE PAYPHONE MARKET?
No, it did not.
WHAT IS BSPC ASKING THE COMMISSION TO DO AT THIS TIME?

BSPC is asking the Commission to enter an order approving BSPC's application to

immediately divest itself of its assets.

WHAT DOES BSPC PLAN TO DO AFTER IT HAS COMPLETELY EXITED THE
MARKETPLACE AND STOPPED PROVIDING ANY PAYPHONE SERVICE IN

SOUTH CAROLINA?

At that time, BSPC plans to seek withdrawal of the certificates the Commission granted
or approved in Order No. 97-65 in Docket No. 85-150-C and in Order No. 97-268 in

Docket No. 97-047-C by way of an appropriate filing in this docket.

13
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DOES THAT CONCLUDE YOUR FESTIMONY?

Yes.

514455

Q.
A
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AFFIDAVIT

STATE OF ALABAMA

COUNTY OF JEFFERSON

Before me, the undersigned authority, duly commissioned and qualified in and for
the State and County aforesaid personally came and appeared Robert L. Kirkland who,
being by me first duly sworn, deposed and said that:

1. I, Robert L. Kirkland, am Manager, BellSouth Public Communications,
Inc.

2. I have read my foregoing pre-filed testimony in Docket No. 2003-77-C,
which is dated December 11, 2003 and which consists of 14 pages and 5 Exhibits.

3. The contents of my foregoing testimony are true to the best of my

knowledge.

TANT

Sworn to and subscribed before me this ﬂ day of December, 2003.

b/

- NOTARY PUB

WY FURLIC ETATE COF ALABAMA

'i:éif EGMMISS-ZGN EXPIRES: 2504
My COl’IlIfllSSlOn Explres: PONDED TURU NOTARY PUBLIC UNDERWE: 7'i-5

: [SEA’L]

- o
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S.C. PAY PHONES ARE ENDANGERED SPECIES
DAVE L'HEUREUX, Staff Writer

Finding a pay telephone in the Southeast could become a lot tougher in the next two years.

BellSouth said Friday it will get out of the pay phone business by the end of 2002 in order
to concentrate on domestic wireless and other services.

The decision will end BellSouth service to about 143,000 pay phones in the Southeast, including
10,401 pay phones in South Carolina.

Experts warned that BellSouth's decision could greatly reduce the availability of pay phones
unless independent providers fill in the void. It also could hurt poorer neighborhoods.

“I think that's a real problem," said Columbia resident Helen Anderson, who had just finished a
call on a BellSouth pay phone off Rosewood Drive. "BellSouth is everywhere. What if you had
to find a pay phone in a hurry?"

A BellSouth executive said the use of public pay phones has dropped dramatically since 1998,
as more people use cell phones and other wireless communication devices.

"This decision will allow BellSouth to focus on its core broadband, Internet and digital network
offerings," said Charlie Coe, president of BellSouth Network Services.

Coe said more and more BellSouth customers are relying on wireless telephones and
interactive pagers, making pay phones less popular.

Pay phones are a primary means of telecommunication in poor neighborhoods, leading to
speculation that industry emphasis on promoting wireless telephones could be economically
discriminatory.

"We're concerned what this means for the number of (pay phone) locations around the state,”

http://nl.newsbank.com/nl-search/we/Archives?p_action=doc&p_docid=0EAC55C132905... 12/6/2003

G/ o /| 8bed - O-1/-€002 - DSOS - NV €G:L | 22 41890100 6102 - ONISSTO0Hd Y04 A31d300V




NewsLibrary Document Delby ' , Page 1 of 1

s

’A) A%? ﬁl@ %ECMN

m@urm %&?ﬂ%&l@.&'ﬁ MK Phdis

News | Sports | Business | Life & Style | Entertainment | Classified Ads

Archives
Article Search Results (articies older than 7 days) Archive Advanced Search | Archive
Search i Articles-last 7 days %Zﬁ for

Note: Searching Is always free. There is a $2.95 fee to view the full-text of any article.
Check out our Pricing Options.

State, The (Columbia, SC)
August 18, 2001

Section: BUSINESS

Edition: FINAL

Page: B7

FYI - BELLSOUTH EXTENDS PAY PHONE DEADLINE

The Associated Press

BellSouth will stay in the pay phone business until at least the end of 2003, the company
announced Friday. :

BellSouth Corp., which serves nine southeastern states, had announced in February that
it planned to abandon all 143,000 pay phones it operates by the end of next year.

Now the company says it will extend the exit date by a year, partly because several large
customers with contracts that go into 2003 have asked it to do so.

The extra time also will give those who have BellSouth pay phones on their property more time
to find an alternate provider, BellSouth said in a news release.

Many states already are facing a sharp drop in pay phones - a half million have vanished from
the national landscape over the last five years.

Copyright (c) 2001 The State
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January 4, 2003

Section: BUSINESS
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Page: B6

BELLSOUTH REMOVING PAY PHONES
Joe Guy Collier, Staff Writer

BellSouth Corp. expects to be out of the pay phone busiriess by the end of this year.

The Atlanta-based telecommunications company will either sell or remove more than
100,000 pay phones, including 6,500 in South Carolina.

Pay phones no longer fit the company's strategy, said Marcia Purday, a South Carolina -
spokeswoman for BellSouth.

The company has seen an overall shift in the market as callers rely more on cellular phones and
other wireless communication devices, she said.

"The way people are calling is different,” Purday said. “The trends are different."
BellSouth's exit from the industry won't mean an end to pay phones in South Carolina.

More than 1,200 companies are registered to offer pay phone service in the state, according to
the S.C. Public Service Commission.

The fate of each pay phone will be handled on a case-by-case basis.

-Joe Guy Collier
Ilustration:PHOTO: BW

Cell phones have largely replaced pay phones as the communication device of choice for
people on the move. SEAN RAYFORD/THE STATE

Copyright (¢) 2003 The State
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@ BELLSOUTH

BellSouth Public Communicatlons, jac.

February 3, 2001
Dear BSPC Customer:

Because you are a valued customer, I personally want to make you aware of a recent announcement regarding payphone
services currently provided at yonr location by BellSouth Public Communications, Inc. (BSPC).

Duc 10 downward wrends in the use of payphones, BellSouth has made the decision to exit the payphone business. BSPC
will discontinue providing payphone services to its customers after December 2002. We are notifying you almost
wo years in advance to ensure you have sufficient opportunity to identify a different communications technalogy or an
alternative payphone services provider,

This decision 10 discontinue offering payphone services is the result of continuing declines in psyphone usage.
Traditional payphone users and the new generation of users are choosing other aliernatives such as wireless
communications and personal communication devices. We have experienced moderate declines in usage for a number of
years, bot usage levels have decreased dramatically since 1998, As a result, BellSouth has made a strategic decision to
exit this business since we foresee this downward wend continving into the furure,

What will this decision by BellSouth mean to you as a payphone location provider customer?

» I you are currently under contract with BellSouth Public Communications for psyphone services, we will honar the
terms and conditions of your contract. At the expiration of this agreement, BSPC will continue to offer high-quality
services on a month-to-month bazis until December 2002. Or, you can elect 1o have your payphone service provided
through another payphons provider. In any event, commission payments paid by BellSouth will be discontinued
with the expiratian of your existing contract. 1f the terms of your contract with BSPC exicnd beyond December
2002, we will be in contact with you to discuss options.

»  If you currently operate under 8 month-to~month agreement with BSPC, BellSouth will make a final commission
payment on revenues eamed for the April 2001 commission cycle. At your discretion, BSPC will continue 10
provide high-quality services on a month-to-month basis until December 2002, but no commission payments will be
made lo your account,

Please feel free to contact your BellSouth Public Comnmnications account representative for answers to any guestions
you might have concerning this decision. Or, call BSPC Chief Operating Officer Rachel Russell or me directly at 1-800-
45]1-2646, ext, 201.

) am confident this early announcement of our decision offers ample opportunity for you to explore your many options.
We encourage you to allow BellSouth to continue serving your payphone needs through December 2002, BellSouth

values your business and we sincerely hope you will continue ta take advantage of the many products and services
available from Be))South.

Sincerely,

Richard H. Holmes
President

‘ Q- ND.642 PBB3-/816
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@ BELLSOUTH

BellSouth Public Communicatieny, Inc.

August 17, 200}

Dear BSPC Custumen:

Durmg February 2001, BellSouth Public Communications (BIPC) notified custamers of its plen o discantinue providing psyphone services
after December 2002. Recuuse you are a valued customer, I personally want to make yau aware of a change to that previously ennoutnced
Jale,

Based on several factors. Includtng customer requests and taput, BeliSouth will cantinue to offer payphaone services through
Decermber 2003,

This new dotc, December 2003, ia a full year more far you to eontimie 1 receive payphone services Gom BellSouth. The decixion to
disconunue offering payphone services in the future comtinues (o be the result of doclines in payphone ugsge. Traditional psyphone users und
the new generation of users ere continuing 1o select other altemnatives duch eg wirsless communications and persanal communication devices,

What will this new exit dute, December 2003, menn to you as ¢ payphone location provider customer?

+  [f you are currendy under contract with BSPC for payphone sexvices, we will continue ta comply with the terma and conditions of
your contruct. At the oxpiration or termdination of thus agroement, BSPC will continue to provide or offer you high quality payphone
#yvices uatil Decomber 2003. Or, you can elect to have your payphone service provided through another payphone provider.
BSPC will work with you to scll de-branded payphone equipment m-place to you and/or your designated new payphone service
provider. In gencral, commission payments paid by BellSouth will be discontinued concurrent with the expiration or tenmninstion of
your exisling centract. If the terms of your contrect with BSPC extend beyand Decemaber 2003, we will be in contact with you to
discuss options.

¢ If you currently operate undar a month-tomonth arrengement with BSPC, we will contim to provide ar offer you high quality
payphone services until December 2003. Or, you can efect io have yaur payphone service provided through another peyphone
provider. BSPC will wask with you to sell de-brunded peyphone equipment in-place to you and/or your designated new payphone
service provider In general, commissian peyments paid by BellSouth will be discomtinued concurrent with the expiration or
tarmination of your existing contrect. If the terms of your cantract with BSPC extend beyund December 2003, we will be in contact
with you npon yoir request ar during our nonnal course of business operations o discuss options.

BSPC encourages you to keep your payphone services with BellSouth until December 2003. BSPC will continte ta provide excellent
maintenance und repair services. You will receiva quick access to onr customer service and repair center. A BSPC payphone provides acceas
for your customers to E-911 emergency service, keeps your business lines open for importent calla, and allows your employees and customers
(o make local and long distunce calls in & variety of ways at their expense and not yours.

As ulways, please feel free to contact your BSPC sccounts represemative for answers to any questions you may have concerning this decision.
Or, you can call the Public Conmunications Sayvice Canter at 1-800-451-2646 snytime between 8:00 A M. ond 430 P.M. CDT Monday
Uwrough Fnday.

“(henk you jor your busincss and we look forward 1o continuing 1o provide your payphone services until December 2003.

Sineerely,

Rachel K, Russell
President & Chief Operating Officer
BeliSouth Public Communicetions, Inc,
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12/84-03 14:30 ‘

® BELLSOUTH

———

BetiSauth Public Communications, Inc.

May I, 2003

Dear BellSouth Payphone Customer:

RE: Location Provider Agreement between BellSouth Public Commmumications, Inc. (“BeliSouth™)
and Location Provider, Terminated Contract # (the “Agreement™)

As you are aware, BellSouth Public Communications (BSPC) previously terminated your payphone
contract. However, BSPC has maintained payphone service at your location for your convenience.

BellSouth also would like to remind you that we are exiting the payphone
business in December 2003 and make you aware of some possible options for
your current payphone and associated equipment.

BSPC will continue to provide service until December 2003, provided usage is sufficient to warrant
the continuation of service until that time. Should you, as the Location Provider, opt to secure a new
payphone provider prior to December 2003, BellSouth requests a two weeks notice for the removal of
our equipment. With your selection of a new payphone service pravider, BSPC is pleased to offer
you a monetary incentive for your assistance in the sale of the existing BellSouth payphone
equipment at your premises to your new payphone service provider. The monetary incentive is based
on 5% of the sale price of the pay telephone set(s) and 15% of the sale price of the enclosure(s) and
pedestal(s). Please contact our service center at 1-800-451-2646 for further details. BSPC will de-
brand the equipment and remove all references to the name “BellSouth”. The access line monthly
billing will transition to the new service provider.

BellSouth is pleased to have provided your public payphone service and looks forward to assisting
you during this transition. Please note: BellSouth will commence the removal of all payphone
equipment effective January 2004 unless the removal or the transition to a mew payphone
service provider has been completed prior to that date. Please call our Business office at 1-800-
451-2646 if you have any questions.
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Sincerely,

Rachel K. Russell
President & Chief Operating Officer
BellSouth Public Communications Inc.
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© BELLSOUTH

BeliSouth Pubtic Communicatlons, Inc.

December 1, 2003

Dear BellSouth Payphone Location Provider:

This is your final reminder that BellSouth Public Communications is planning to exit the
payphone business December 31, 2003.

We plan to begin removal of all remaining stations on January 2, 2004,
Please contact our Business Office at 1-800-451-2646 if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Rachel K. Russell
President & Chief Operating Officer
BellSouth Public Communications Inc.
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>
Re Access Charge Reform and Universal Service Fefsrm
Cause No. 4073%

Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission
September 18, 1998

Before McCarty, Klein, Ripley, Swanson-Hull, and Ziegner (all concurring),
Commissioners, and Colton and Gray, administrative Zaw judges.

BY THE COMMISSION:

#1 The Telecommunications Act of 1996 ('TA96') discusses public interest
payphones, and in Section 276(b) (2) states, 'the Commission [FCC)} shall determine
whether public interest payphones which are provided in the interest of public
health, safety, and welfare, in locations where there would otherwise not be a
payphone, should be maintained, and if so, ensure that such public interest
payphones are supported fairly and equitably.'

In response to the above mandate, the FCC on September 20, 1996 adopted and
released a 'Report and Order' in consolidated CC Docket Nos. 96-12€& and 9.-35 (FCC
96-388) adopting new rules and pclicies governing the payphone indus:try (the
'Payphone Orxder') [FN1] . In 9 282 of the Payphone Crder, the FCC states:

We adopt as a definition of 'public interest payphone, ' a payphone which (1)
fulfills a public policy objective in health, safety, or public welfare, (2)
is not provided for a location provider with an existing contract for the
provision of a payphone, and (3) would not otherwise exist as a result of the
operation of the competitive marxetplace.

In its Payphone Order, the FCC defines the role states will play in meeting the
public interest payphone objectives of TA96. In § 28C, the FCC concludes ‘the
primary responsibility for administering and funding of public interest payphone
programs should be left to the states.’ In 9 283, the TCC leaves to the discretion
of the states the manner in which public interest payphone prcgrams are to be
funded, 'so long as the funding mechanism, (1) 'fairly and equitably' distributes
the cost of such a program, and .2) does not involve the use of subsidies
prohibited by Section 276(b) (1) (B, of the 1996 Act.' Finally, in g 283 the FCC
directs each state to review whether it has adequately provided for public
interest payphones in a manner ccnsistent with the Payphone Order. Such review
must be completed by each state within two years from the date of the Payphone
Order (i.e., by September 20, 1%98). In particular, each state should evaluate
whether it needs to take any measures to ensure that payphones serving important
public interests will continue zc¢ exist in light of the elimination cf subsidies
and other competitive provisions esteblished pursuant to Section 27€ of the 1996
Act, and that any existing programs are administered and funded consistent with
the requirements of the Payphone Ozder. Section 276{c! oI TA%6 provides for state
preemption to the extent that any state requirements are inconsistent with the
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FCC's regu_aticns that are issued with respect to rayphones. Each state is
accordingly directed to examine and medify its reg.laticns erplicatle te payphones
and payphone service providers ('PSPs') and for purpcses of ensuraing fair
competition through a ccmpetitive marketplace, to remove only those regulations
that affect payphone competition, while remaining Zree to impose regulations on a
competitively neutral basis to provide consumers with information and price

disclosure. (Payphone Order, 9 60)

*2 This Commission held a series of technical conferences on March 11, March 25,
April 15, and May 14 to discuss public interest payphones. After considering the
parties' inputs, we formulated a definition for 'public interest payphones' and
created an Application Form to be sent to the Commission if a public interest
payphone is requested. A Docket Entry was issued on May 19, 1998 announcing that
an evidentiary hearing would be convened on July 7, 1998 to hear the parties®
comments on the definition and Application Form, and other public interest
payphone issues set forth in Attachment A to the Docket Entry.

An evidentiary hearing was convened on July 7, 1997 at 9:00 a.m. in Room TC-1C of
the Indiana Government Center Scuth, Indianapolis, Indiana. The following parties
were represented by counsel: Indiana Bell Telephone Company, Incorporated d/b/a
Ameritech Indiana; Sprint Communications Company, L.P. and United Telephone
Company of Indiana, Inc., collectively known as 'Sprint'; GTE North Incorporated
and Contel of the South, Inc., collectively known as 'GTE'; and the Office of
Utility Consumer Counselor ('CUCC').

All prefiled testimony was admitted into the record without chjection and the
parties conducted cross-examination. Mr. Hartman alsc asked certain questions of
each of the witnesses. Based upon the evidence presented at the hearing, and being
duly advised in the premises, the Commission now finds as follows:

1. Jurisdiction. In our March 26, 1997, Order, initiating this investigation, we
found that the Commission had jurisdiction over the subject matter and parties to
this proceeding. No party challenged the Commission's determination of
jurisdiction. Moreover, in the FCC's Payphone Order, it is to be noted that the
FCC directs each state to review whether It has adequately provided for public
interest peyphones in a manner consistent with the Payphone Order and complete
such review within two years from the issuance date of the Payphone Order (i.e.,
on or before September 20, 1999). (Payphone Order, 9 283) In particular, the
Payphone Order directs that each state should evaluate whether it needs to take
any measures to ensure that payphones serving public interests will continue to
exist in light of the elimination of subsidies and other competitive provisions
established pursuant to Section 276 of TA%$6, and that any existing programs are
administered and funded consistent with the reguirements of the Payphone Order.
(Payphore Order, ¢ 285)

G/ Jo 8z 8bed - 0-1/-€002 - DSOS - NV €G:L | 22 41890100 6102 - ONISSTO0Hd Y04 A31d300V

Notice of the nhearing in this Cause has been duly published 2s reguired by law.
Accordingly, we reaffirm our previous determination that we have jurisdiction over
the subject matter and the parties to this proceeding in addressing the subject of
public interest payphones.

2. Matters to be Addressed in this Order. Pursuant %o Section 276 of TA '96, the
FCC's Payphone Qrder, and 47 CFR €4.1330 [which is gucted in Finding Paragraph No.
7 below), each staze is required to do the following: (1) by September 20, 1998,
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determine whether there is z nea2
public interest payphones; :2) i
interest payphone program can be sup
or eliminate regulations appliicable
("PSPs') that are inconsistent with

*3 In addition to addressing the abcve matters, we telieve it is necessary to
adopt a definition for the term 'public interest payghone.’

3. Adoption of Definition Ifor 'Public Interest Payphones.' In order to satisfy
the FCC that Indiana has examined public interest payphones as required, it is
first necessary to define the phrase 'vublic interes: payphone,' to reassure the
FCC that we are addressing the type of payphone service they intend us to address.
Following several technical conferences, the presiding officers proffered for
comment a proposed definition of 'public interest payphone' in the May 19, 1998
Docket Entry. That proposed definition, a copy of which is attached to this Order
as Attachment A, included seven Guidelines to be followed when interpreting the

definition

At the July 7, 1998 evidentiary hearing, =c party objected tc or proposed any
modifications to the proposed definiticn ol 'public interest payphone.' With
regard to the Guidelines, there was one suggestion. Sprint suggested that an
eighth guideline be included tha: would stzze:

There is no other payphone located at the same address or within 1,000 yards
unless the governmental agency demonstrates through a findings-of-fact
procedure that such a geographic restrictiocn is unreasonable.

After reviewing the comments of the parties, we adopt the definition of public
interest payphones set forth in Attachment A to this Order. No party has offered
any modifications to, or criticism of, this defirnition. Fur:thermore, this
definition is virtually identical to “he FCI's adopted standard, assuring thazt it
is in compliance with the FCC's Payphcne Oxzder and TR '86. We also adopt the seven
Guidelines that accompany the definition. Again, no party offered any
modifications to, cr criticism of, these Guldelines.

We reject Sprint's suggested eighth guideline. While the proximity of other
payphones should certainly be a consideraticr in determining the need for a public
interest payphone, we do not believe a fixed standard should be used; rather,
proximity should be evaluated on a case-by-case basis.
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4. Need for a Putlic Interest Payphone (PI2, Program ir Indiana. With one
exception, all of the parties presenting testimony at the July 7, 1995 hearing
agreed there was no need for a public interass:t payphone progran, argting that the
competitive marketplace is adequately taking care of the need for public interest
payphones in Indiana. The OUCC disagre=d. 2lthough the CUCC thought it was %oo
soon to establish a funding mechanism for & public interest payphone program, it
insisted there was a need for such a srograw, and suggested in detall a2 procedure
for determining the extent cI that need. We summarize relcw the parties' testimony
on these matters.

A. Positions of the Parties
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Ameritech Indiazna. The witness for Ameviczech Inziana was ¥Nzo. Trez A, Miri,
Jirec=gr~Reguiatery Affs:ics 1irn the Regulazery oy Crzand oo Mr. Miri is
responsible for assisting the Amer:tech Fayph Services unit in implementing all
state and federal reguirements reiatingc to pay epnones in the Zive Ameritech

states. Ameritech Indiana submits <hat this p

I~valali

226 and the rFll's Payphone Order
and has fulfilled the Commission's responsibilicy cf evaluating whether or not the
provisioning of public interest payphones in Indiana is necessary. In this regard,
Ameritech Indiana's position is that there is nc current demonstrated need for
public interest payphones in Indiana and that any such needs are currently being
adequately met by the competitive payphone marke:tplace. Drawing on its experiences
in the marketplace, Ameritech Indiana notes that through the competitive bidding
process, a governmental entity may ensure that the payphone centracts it
negotiates with PSPs will meet all the pay teleprhone needs of the communities it
serves in the future. Citing to procegdings in cther states, Ameritech Indiana
observes that other states have concluded that nc state program was necessary to
support public interest payphones due to the competitive pay telephone market.
(FN2]

*4 In the rebuttal phase of its testimony, Ameritech Indiana responded to various
aspects of the testimony of the OUCC. Ameritech Indiana disagxeed with the OUCC's
assessment of the need for public interest payphcnes in Indiana. To Ameritech
Indiana's knowledge, there have been no instances where the State of Indiana or
any other state agency has been refused a public interest payphone in those
locations identified by any such agency to Amerizech Indiana. Ameritech Indiana
points out that the OUCC's witness, Mr. Rees, acxknowledges nc need for public
interest payphones has been quantified for Indiana and that the OUCC's position is
based on mere conjecture and tnempirical generalizations. Ameritech Indiana's
rebuttal testimony reexphasizes that, iIn those instances where Ameritech Indiana
is the payphone provider existing contrac:is with & state agency permit the
placement of additicnal payvohones, including puklic interest pzayphones, on an
ongoing basis as result of any current needs assessnment made by any such state
agency. Mr. Miri testified that if any additional payphones were now installed as
public interest payphones, outside an existing coatract, funding for such
payphones wculd regquire support from general tax revenues c¢r other sources, an
outcome that in Mr. Miri's view would not be in the public interest.

Upon cross-examination ty the OUCC, Mr. Miri confirmed that none of Ameritech
Indiana clients' payphone needs have remained ..=et or that any requested payphone
locations have been rejected. Moreover, there nave been nc instances where the
state or a governmental agency has been required to pay a portieon of the expense
of provisioning, maintaining or operating a payphcne under contract with
Ameritech. (Tr., pp. PIP 27-28) Ameritech Indiana states that the OUCC has not
demonstrated that the ccmpetitive payphone marketrlace is incapable of meeting
public interest payphcne needs of Indiana and the OUCC's recommendation for a
public interest program shoulcd be rejected. In reply to further cross- examination
py the OUCC, Mr. Miri testified that a2 12 to 18 mcnth period should be sufficient
to gauge how well the competitive payphone marketplace was capable of meeting
public interest payphcnes reeds. Mr. Miri suggested that the Commission has used
the complaint process to measure if any problems exist with recgard to various
utility activities and that such a process could De relied upcn to monitor
payphone provisicaing activity. (Tr., PIP-29)
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GTE. GTE believes that the s:tates are = Jef 2llzaln
deregulated paypaone merxetplace to funztio f:: a period ¢ zim2 cefcre
dezermining i1ts success or Zailure to adequately provide parthone needs and tefcre
irplementing and funding any FIP progranm wheh necessary. GTE s believes this is
the best way for the Commission to fuifiil the requirements ¢ A¥E and relever:
FCC orders.

GTE notes that the practice cf PSPs contracting with local znd s:tate governmental
entities to provide payphone services con their premises creates an oppertunity for
such entities to include unprofitable (i.e. puklic interest! payrchcnes within
their jurisdictions under the same contract uwkrella. Furthe-more, such agencies
could also directly contract with PSPs for placing subsidizes public interes:
payphone locations in their jurisdictions or local civic orxrganizations could fund
such needs.

*5 Sprint. Mr. Bruce M. Greene, Manager-State Regulatory East wizh Sprint/Cnited
Management Company, testified on behalf of Sprint. Sprint believes tha:t the best
activities for the Commission at the present time with regard to public interes:
payohones is to take no action. As with the Ameritech Indiana and GTE witnesses,
Mr. Greene testified that the competitive marketplace already; has and will take
care of the need for public interest pavphones in Indiana as & result cf the
deregulation of the payphone industry.

Mr. Greene testified that if the Commission chooses to take actica, the
definition and guidelines developed by the Commission should Te inzorporated inzc
17C IAC 7-1.1-11 by altering such rule. Sprint suggests that the t-:ocess ths
Cozmission has followed in this proceeding is adequate to fulfill the reguiremen:s
of TAS6 and the FCC. Sprint submits that the Commission was dzrected to review
whether is has adequately provided for public interest payphcnes and that :the
reccré is clear that the Commission has made a thorough review and no further
action is required or necessaxzy.

In the rebuttal phase of its testimony, Sprint disagrees wizh the JUCC's
recommendation for a public interest pavechone program, suggesting that the IUCT is
attempting to re-regulate a smzll porticn of the paypacne industry and encumber it
with additional, restrictive regulation. Mr. Greene testified that the Cecmmission
should give the competitive marketplace an opperzunity to meet the public interest
payphone needs of Indiana communities without what it characterizes as the costly,
burdensome and inappropriate encumbrances inherent with the re-regulation implied
in the overall position of the QUCC. Sprint submits such a position will not serve
the needs of the citizens of Indiana. In Sprint's view, the OUCC puts forth
arguments for stricter regulation of a small segment of an industry, if indeed
there was only one provider within that industry. However, Sprint soints out in
rebuttal that monopoly provisioning of payphones is a thing ¢ the past and zhaz:
the payphone industry is a competitive Zindustry.
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OUZC. The OUCC recommended that the Cormissicn issue a generi:z orzZer in this
Cause estaklishing an initial Puklic Interest Faiphone prograr for =he State
Indiana. The OUCC took the position that a2 generic order woulZ provide the
flexibility required for the Commission to develcp and implement z2n effective 2I=
program tailored to meet the specific needs of Indiana residents. The 0OUCC
reccnmended that the Commission first adopt a definition of 'Publiz Interest
Payphones' for the State of Indiana, then gather data to analyze the public need

O
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for PIP?s belore deciding whether or when I ss:zablish zny exzlizii PIF funding
rechanisnm Trhe OUCC suggested that the Commission's Tzasic plan should inzlade
guidelines for measuring puplicz need foy FITs, processing reguests for PIPs,

t

selecting the best pctentizl sites fcr PIPs, de
should pi:ace each PI?, previding for future mai
review procedures fcr future PIP removals.

ermining which cayphene provider
tenance of 2Ifs, and establishing

<

1

*+6 The OUCC noted trat, to date, the Commissiorn has not required Indiana payphone
providers to maintain records or submit reports to the Commission concerning the
number and geographic location cf payphone requests denied eacxn year; nor has the
Commission ever established or publicized rrocedures for government agencies and
other interested persons t¢ submit requests for public interes: payphones to the
Commission or to notify the Commission of rejected requests for public payphones.
Since the OUCC was not aware of any studies or surveys measuring the need for PIPs
in Indiana, the OUCC recommended that the Commission establish recordkeeping and
annual reporting reguirements for the payphone iadustry as the most cost-effective
and efficient way tc measure the unmet neec for purblic payphones and/or PIPs in
Indiana.

OUCC Principal Engineer Harold L. Rees testified that, based cn his preliminary
discussions with representatives of several state government agencies and
considering the low basic telephone service penetration rates discussed below,
there is an unmet need for public payrhones, and a possible need for Public
Interest Payphones, in certain areas throughout the State of Indiana. Mr. Rees
also obsexrved that METs in other states have removed themselves from the payphone
business and that Indiana ILECs have, in recent years, repcrted plans to remove
unprofitable payphones, demonstrating the potential for fruture increases in the
need for Public Interest Payphones if and when the competitive payphone market
fails to meet public need for pavphones. Mr. Rees also recommended an annual
reporting requirement to track future changes in the need for Fubiic Interest
Payphones in Indiana.

Conceptually, the OUCIC iderntified two areas where it expects =2 find a higher
demand for Public Interest Payphones: (1) less aZffluent residential neighborhoods
with low basic telephone service penetration levels, and (2) remote or isolated
areas wnere inmediate telephone access to emergency services cculd be required,
such as in remote por:zions of public parks and campgrounds.

Mr. Rees presented historic data on telephore penetraticn rates in Indiana. He
explained that the relationship the OUCC expects to find between low telephone
penetration rates and actuail need for PIPs could be affected by otrer factors,
such as the present availapility cf public payphones, the area's average income
and employment levels, or religious convictions of area residents that preclude
use of modern telecommunicztion devices.

G/ Jo g¢ abed - 0-2/-€002 - DSOS - NV €G:L | 22 41890100 6102 - ONISSTO0Hd Y04 A31d300V

Mr. Rees noted that Indiana's penetration level for basic telephone service has
been close tc the United States average for severel years. Recent figures show a
94.3% residential telephone penetraticn rate for Indiana, compared to a national
average of 594.0% as of March, 1997. However, based on 1350 Census da=a, 13 of
Indiana's 92 counties have residential telephone penetration razes of 90% or less.
Therefore, the OUCC believes that these 12 counties could present & greater demand
for PIPs then other counties in Indianz with higher hcusehcld telephone
penetraticon rates.
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*7 Mr. Rees =2stified that the most recent penetration rates regorzed for Inzizna
cities are based on information from the 199C Census. At that zime, €7 Indiana

cities anc towns had residential :telephone penetration rates of 90% or less.
Accordingly, the QOUCC believes that those 67 cities and towns will demonstrate a
greater demand for PIPs than cities with highex residential telephone penezration
rates.

Mr. Rees suggested that since the OUCC expects to see a higher than average
demand for PIPs in areas where pover:ty rates are relatively high, that case
workers and other field representatives for the Department of Family and Social
Services (formerly known as the 'Welfare Department') and other public and private
agencies that administer low income assistance programs as the local level and
interface daily with Indiana's most impoverished residents, could help the
Commission and/or the PIP Committee identify areas that are most in need of PIPs.

Mr. Rees also contacted several state agencies with a state-wide field presence
to identify areas with an existing needs for Public Interest Payphones. He learned
that changes in low-income assistance programs and periodic economic downturns can
result in increased utilization of existing payphones and a need for improved
payphone access in areas with low income levels and low penetration rates for
basic telephone service.

Mr. Rees testified that the Indiana Department of Natural KResources (DNR) has
payohcones in close to 100 public facilities across the state, including state
parks, fish and wildlife areas, state forests, reservoirs, and historic sizes, to
ensure 24-hour telephone access to emergency health and public safety services.
Mr. Rees noted that, for the most part, the competitive payphone industry has
satisfied DNR's demand for accessible public payphones. However, in recent years
some payphone providers have removed or threatened to remove less profitable
public payphones at locations such as the Potawatomi Inn (Tippecanoe River State
Park), several remote locations at Spring Mill State Park, the Huntington
Reservoir, Charlestown State Park, Raccoon lake (Mansfield Launching Ramp!,
Shakamak State Park, and the Fort Earrison Golf Course. These locations cculd also
require placement of Public Interest Payphones to meet the public's emergency
healith and safety needs.

Mr. Rees also reported that the Indiana State Police identified at least a dczen
potential PIP sites without conducting any formal research studies. The sizes
included weigh stations along Indiana's inters '~ te highway system, which are used
by truck drivers and other vehicles that pull cf of highways during emergencies.
The State Police and the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) indicated
that public payphones are needed at those sites. However, according to the State
Police, some Indiana payphone providers are in the process of removing pavphones
from weigh station £facilities, creating a potential need for PIPs at those
locations.
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*8 Mr., Rees testified that persons he contacted at the State Emergency Management
Agency (SEMA) suggested that PIPs be considered fer National Guard armories, which
are designated as public emergency shelter points in cese of public disasters such
as storms anc floods.

Mr. Rees also repcrted that employees of the Indiana Department ¢f Workforce
Development (DWD) suggested that PIPs could help alleviate the public
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communications proslenms at Worwfcorze Development offizss zraund the szase

The OUCT recommencecd that ths Itllowing steps be taken to measure the need for
PIPs in Indiana. First, Mr. Rses recommended a review of recently abandoned

v payphones were remcved from those locations
(e.g., vandaiism, low profitakility, decreasing demand, or charging public needs).
Such a review could help identify sites where puklic interest payphones are
presently needed.

Second, the OUCC recommended that areas with low residential telephone
penetration rates be identifiecd and that current penetration rates for those areas
be compared to the total number of payphones in the vicinity to identify areas
where payphones have, in essence, become an extension cf universal service,
substituting for in-home local :telephone service.

Third, the OUCC recommendec a review of future payphone applications that are
rejected by Indiana payphone providers. One purpcse of the review should be to
identify areas where PIPs might De needed for access tc emergency services.
Redundant, excessive or frivolcus requests would aiso ke screened out during the
review process. If payphones have been removed for reasons related tc crime, that
information should be reported to local law enforcement officials.

Fourth, the 0UCC recommended that a PIP application process be established to
identify and measure the need for Pubic Interest Payohcnes in Indiana on a
going-forwarcd basis. The OUCC apgroved the content oI the Cocmmission's proposed
PIP application form, but recommended adding a guestion to determine whether the
proposed PIP site is located ir an area with low residential telerhone penetration
rates. The OUCC also noted that, if the appliication prccess is to provide an
effective measure of public need for PIPs in indiana, the application process must
be adequately publicized throughcut the state.

Therefore, the OUCC recommended that the Commission require the
telecommunications industry to fund state-wide educaticnal and promotional
programs to increase public awareness of the Public Interest Payphone application
process. Specifically, the OUCC recommended that written notices concerning the
PIP application process be provided each year to various state, federal and local
government agencies. The OUCC also offered to conduct PIP public informational
campaigns, assuming necessary funding is provided.

In its testinony, the OUCC agreed that Indiana's payphone industry should be
encouraged and, where possible, contractually reguired to provide payphone
coverage at marginal locations. II such voluantary industry effcrts and contractual
commitments satisfy the public's need for PIPs, there would be no reason for the
Commission to establish explicit PIP funding mechzanisms. The OUCC recommended that
promotional mailings be sent to the government agencies and other persons or
businessss that contract with payphone providers Zor the placement of public
pavphones in Indiana, encouraging them to contrac:ttally require the placement of
payphones at proposed PIP sites fefore granting future service contracts for
profitable payphone sites. Pawvphcnes placed as a zesult of such negotiations would
not be classifiec as PIPs and wo:ld not be subject to PIP guidelines or future
funding requirzements. However, the QUCC recommendezZ that the Commission consider
tracking such placements since they wilil reduce the need for PIPs in those areas.
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Zevelor 2 plan Zex

, once subkxi 3., The plzan should include the formation
rogriate anntal meeting schedule, and the desired
meeting Zformat. T! ecommended that FIP committee memsership include
representatives cf ITRC, the CUCC, incumbent LETLS, Indiana payphone providers,
and other interested state cor local government agencies, such as Family & Social
Services (TS8S), :the Indiana State Polize (ISP), the Indiana Department of
Workforce Development (DWD), the iIndiana Department of Natural Resources (DNR},
the Indiara Depariment of Transportaticn (INDOT) and the State Emergency
Managemen: Association {SEMA). Thne OUCC recommended that payphone providers be
required to repert denials of reguests for publiic payphones to the Commission's
Telecommunications Division and the OUCC on a guarterly basis using a pre-approved
standard PIP denial report form and that startlng in August of 1999, PIP denial
reports be reviewed semi-annually at 1nform . public meetings conducted by the
JURC's Telecomnmurications Division. Direct notice of such meetings should be
provided via facsimile, mail or authorized electronic posting (such as the ERMIS
Bulletin Board) to all counsel of record in Cause No. 40785 and provided via
facsimile or mail to al. registered Incdiana payphone service providers, all
members ¢f the PIP Committee, anc all government agencies, offices or individuals
whose requests for PIPs were denzZed during the pricr 6-month perioed.

LI}
ct
o
(14

Sixth, tc ensure competitive neuzrality, the OUCC also recommended thaz the
Commissicn require &ll Indiane payphone providers to register with the Commission
to ensure that all such providers receive notice of Zfuture Commission rules and
orders ccncerning payphones and PIPs. Such industry-wide registration would permic
the Commission t¢ identify potential PI? providers and possible sources of future
PIP funding. The OUCC recommended that the Commissicn also reguire payphone
providers to file lists indicating where each ccmpany's existing payphores are
located throughcout the State of Indiana, together with the thone number assigned
to each cayphone. The lists would be updated annually and would be affcrded
confident.zal treztrment due tc the propristary nature of the information. Such
informaticn weould permit the Commission to determine the proximity of existing,
competitively placed pavphcnes tc propcsed PI? sites.

Severth, the OUCCT testified that the primary purpese of Public Interest Payphones
could be thwarted if PIP p-ovxders raise prices for local calils. For this reason,
the OUCC recommended that the Commission either establish a price ceiling of 33
cents per cail for PIPs or establish a rule that local call prices for PIPs be no
higher than the average local call price charged by Indiana's largest payphone
provider. 3y definition, PIPs would not be provided at competitive payphone sites
in Indiane. Therefore, setting a price cap for PIPs would ot violate FCC local
call pricing ground rules for pavphones placed through a competitive market
process. _¥N3]
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*10 Eighth, the OUCC recommended that 2ZiPs nct be rxemoved without prior approval
from the TR, its Telecommunicaticns Divisicn and/cr the PIP committee. PIF
providers should be required to submit written reguests to the IURC Telecom
Division and serve copies on the CUCC and the government agency that sponsored the
original reguest fcr a PIP. The CUCC recommended that the nctice include the
reascn{s) Zor the proposed removal. If the PIP Committee or the Commission
approves the remcvai, but determines <hat a public need stilil exists for & PIP at
a given lccation, the OUCC recommended <hat the IURC Telecom Division arrange for
an alternatze provider to install a replacement PIP at the time of the scheduled
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removal.

Ninth, the ZUCC also notez tna:, sinte payphone Troviders =n ¢anerel experienc
problems with vandalism frcm time to time, PIP providers are likely T0 encounter

similar difficulties. Due to the potential for vandalism, the CUCC recommended
that the Commission also establish guidelines feor removal, replzcement, repair and
associated cost recovery for PIPs that are damaced by vandals. The guidelines
should address the number of times that PIP fund:ng should be made available to
replace or repair a PIP at a location that has been the subject of multiple acts
of vandalism.

The OUCC noted that, in cases involving recurring acts of vandalism, the 2IP
Committee and/or the Commission might be required to decide whether the existing
public need for a PIP justifies continued PIP support at that iscatien or
continued incurral of replacement and repair costs. 1f zepeat vandaiism is a
problem in areas with low residential telephone penetretion rates, nearby
relocation options should te considered. The OUCC recommended that such decisiens
be handled, at least initially, on a case-by-case basis, until the PIP Comnittee
and/or the Commission gain & better understanding of the need fcr PIPs and the
actual costs caused by acts of vandalism.

Tenth, the OUCC recommended that, as experience Is gained, the Commissica shoulid

the CUCC

’
cgram Qurin
-

orders. Recognizing the need for 2 A
recommended that the Commissicn c¢onduct annual reviews cof the PIS o
the first three (3) years after Its introduction. The CICC zlsc rac
if, at any time, the IURC Telecor Division, the CUCC, covernmernzal entitlies or .
agencies sponsoring requests for 2IPs, ten (10) PI2 end usexs, ten {.J) payphone

service providers, or other ZIinterested Parties oI record in Cause N¢. 40785 file

requests for further review, the IURC should reopen its generic =I? proceeding o

determine what, if any, changes should be made to existing pclicies, orocedures,

and other aspects of Indiana's PI? program.

+ (b

The OUCC recommended that the Ccumission address only the need Zor FIPs &= the
present time and delay considerztion of explicit =IP fundinc al:zerrnatives until
the need for such funding is confirmed. At such zime, the Commission should be
able take a more principled apprcach to selecting apprcgriate EBIF funding
mechanisms, since its decision wo:ld be based on actual demand and usage dzta
gathered over time.
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*11 The OUCC noted that, if explicit PIP funding is ul:zimately reguired,
Commission will need to determine the appropriate level of funding, establish
safeguards to prevent unfair gaming of the system, and zromcze ccmpetitive
neutrality. Although the OUCC identified possible Zfuture funding alternatives
(e.g., the intrastate universal service fund, annual assessments 2gai=nst pavphone
providers or other targeted taxing cptions). However, the OUCC recommended that an
analysis of funding alternatives be postponed until the actual need fcr PIFs has
been measured and assessed so that appropriate funding a2lternatives can be
selected with regard to the nature of the public need that is being mez. The CUCC
gave the following example. If the assessment of tublic need shzows that most PIPs
are needed fcr random, emergency purposes only, funding =hrough generzl tax
revenues might be most approrriate. However, if the puklic need assessment shows
that PIPs are generally used as substitute phone service by perscns without

1)
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in-home local telephone service, iniverszl ssrviss Z:inzing might e tne most

appropriate funding alternative.

Absent essential inicrmation on the nature angd extent ¢ the need for PIPs in
Indiana, the OUCC recommended that the most approrriate funding option:s) not be
selected until the level and tyvpe of need is established through the review
process presented above. Therefore, appl.cations r PIPs and the additional data
discussed above should be processed without any predeterrmiration of funding levels
or sources.

ey 0l
0O W 1 r

B. Discussion and Findings. In its Pavphcne Crder, the FCC directs each state to
evaluate whether measures need to be taken to ensure tha:t payphones serving
important public interests will continue to exist in light of the elimination of
subsidies and other competitive provisions established pursuant to Section 276 of
the TA-96, and that any existing progrars are administered and funded consistent
with the requirements of the Payphone Order.

The Commission's Rules already regquire telephcne utilities to provide payphones
where necessary to serve the needs of the public. That Rule, found in the
Commission's Service Standards at 170 IAC 7-1.1-12.L)!2;) provides:

(2) Except as provided in paragraph (1) above, a utility may not be required
to provide coin public telephone service at locaticns where revenues derived
therefrom are insufficient to support the required investment unless
reasonable public requirements relating to health, safety or welfare wilil be
served. Outdoor public coin telephones szhould be lighted during the hours of
darkness if power is available and should be lccated in a place which offers
maximum protection from vandalism.

As we will discuss later beiow, the FCC's Payphone COrder reguires us to abrogate
this Rule. Accordingly, we must determine, as provided in Section 276 cf TA '96,
whether the above payphone program should continue to exist, and if sc, what
measures should be taken to preserve it. The indus:iry's position is that no
program is needed; the marketplace will satisfy public interest needs. The QUCC
counters that a program is necessary, arguing tha:t lcow telephone penetration rates
in several areas of Indiana strongly indicate the nzed for public interest
payphones, and several governmental agencies have indicated directly to the OUCC
that public interest payphones are needed.

*12 We do not want to base our decision on either the industry's vague assurances
or the OUCC's speculations about unsatisfied demand. Instead, we focus on those
payphones, currently in service, that mee:t the new definition of Public Interest
Payphone. We heard evidence that Sprint presently has 13 payphone locations (out
of 1,750) that qualify as PIPs. GTE indicated that fewer than 2% of its 6700
paystations, which for convenierce we quantify as 130 pavphones, would qualify es
?IPs. Thus, at present, there are roughly 143 pavphones in Indiana that gualify as
PIPs, not including any PIPs that are ircluded :in Ameritech Indiana's contracts
with government agencies. While no evidence was presented ky the industry that
would indicate whether cr not those 143 payphonmes ware put in servize pursuant to
the requirements of 170 IAC 7- 1.1-11(L):2), it is reasonakle to assume zhat,
absent some form of regulation, there is no way to ensure that those 143 payphones
will continue to be kept in service. The industry may pronise to 'let the
marketplace handle it,' but absent specific promises about specific locations,
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trhere would be nothing t©o crevent LIls Izom tarzing those rayphcnes tut oF service.
Zf there is a poss:bilicy that anyv ¢f those payrhcones may be taxen zut of service,
we bel:ieve the public's healtr, safety, and welfzre wculd be served by

implementing a new PIP prcgram ts replace the program established by 170 IAC
7-1.1-11(L) {2) . Accordingly, we find that, pursuant to section 276 of TA '96 and
the FCC's Payphone Order, a new EIP program should be implemented to ensure that
payphones meeting the definition of a PIP will continue to exist, and to ensure
that as new PIP locations are identified, they, too will be served.

To accomplish the above goals, we find that the following procedures should be
followed:

Any person (including both individuals and organizations) may reguest the
placement of a PIP at a given location, and should make such a reguest by filing a
PIP Application Form with the Commission's Consumer Affairs Division. Upon
reviewing the Application, the Consumer Affairs Division should determine whether
the proposed location satisfies the definition of a Public Interest Payphone, as
adopted herein. If there is insufficient information to make that determination,
the Division may use whatever means it deems necessary to gather the information
necessary to make its determination. If the Division determines that the proposed
location satisfies the definition of a PIP, the Division should contact the
Payphone Service Providers (which includes both LECs and Independent Payphone
Providers) serving the area in which the proposed location is sited znd request
that one of them provide service within 90 days, unless gcod cause is given for a
longer period of time. (If no PSP is wiiling to provide sexzvice, we will zake
steps to formally fund the PIP program as described in Finding Paragraph No. 5
below.) If instead the Division determines that the proposed location does not
satisfy the definition of a PIP, the Division should so notify the Rpplicant and
inform the Applicant that it has the right to file a docketed case with the
Commission seeking a review of the Division's determination.

*13 The parties were asked to comment on a proposed PIP application form that was
developed using input from technical conferences. No party had any objections to
the proposed form. The OUCC, however, did reguest that an additiornal question be
added inguiring about the telephcne penetration rate for the area in which the
proposed payphone would be located. We agree that such guestion shculd be included
on the PIP Application Form. Attached to this Order as Attachment B is a copy of
the PIP Application Form we find should be used by the Consumer Affairs Division
ir processing PIP requests. The adopted Form is essentially the same as the
proposed form that was reviewed by the parties. It should be noted that the PIP
Application Form includes a number of subjective questions. For example, one
question asks why a payphone will support the public health, safety, or welfare.
Another asks if the proposed payphone will be :in proximity to other existing
payphones. With regard to these and other matters, the Consumer Affairs Division
should use its best judgment in making its determinations.
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While the above procedures address the initiation of service for new PIP
locations, a procedure is alsc needed to prevent the discontinuation of service %o
existing PIP locations. Because we do not know whether a given payphone location
woulid qualify as a PIP location, we find that every PSP should inform the
Commission's Consumer Affairs Division 30 days before it discontinves service to
any payphone location. The PSP should elso inform the Division whether iz
believes the location would gualify as a PIP. IZ upon further investigaticn the
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Divisicn bellieves ths lezaticn may gigl iy
in service by the P32 for an zddit:iznal 27
serve Trne Locatlin, wnichever comes soconer.

lozazicrn
anocher

5. Furding for a P In generai t es 2.l agreed that it is too
soon tc establisli & procedure for funding a PIP program. Their specific
recommendations are summarized below:

4
]
g
X
(o]
Hle]
rt

A. Posizions of the Parties.

Ameritech. Mr. Miri testified that if any additional payphones were now installed
as public interest payphones, outside an existing contract with Ameritech Indiana,
funding for such payphones would require support from general tax revenues or
other sources, an outcome that in Mr. Miri's view would not be in the public
interesz.

Z. GTE believes tc be complete any such program mus: be funded. Such funding in
's view shouild be separate and apart from a2 universzal service fund established
to support high cost and low income residential and business customers. GTE
recommends a separate fund be established and funded through a public interest

pavrhone surcharge assessed upcn all rate pavers in Indiana, not sclely from PSPs.

Sprint. Sprint disagrees with the OUCC's reccmmendatisn for a public interest
program, suggesting that the JJUCC is attempting to re-regulate a small portion of
the payrhone industry and encumber it with additional, restrictive redgulation. Mz. -
Greene testified that the Commission should give the ccapetitive marke:place an
opporturnity to meet the public interest payphone nzeds of Indiana communities
without what it characterizes as the costly, burdensomz and inappropriate
encumbrances inherent with the re-regulation implied in the overall posizion of
the OUCC. Sprint submits such a position will nct serve the needs o the citizens
of Indiana.

*14 OUCC. The CUZC rescommended postponing an analvsis of funding alternatives
(e.g., iIntrastate universal service fund, annual assesshents against payphone
providers or other targeted taxing options) until the aztual need for PIPs has
been measured and assessed, so that appropriate funding alternatives can be
selected with regard to the nature of the public need that is being met. The OUCC
further recommends that the Commission should require the telecommunications
industry to fund state-wide educational and promotional programs to increase
pupblic awareness of the public interest payphone application process. The 0UCC
expressed a willingness to plan and implement the informational campaign once
funded. In response to gquestions from Mr. Hartman, Mr. Zees acknowledged that he
had not estimated what the total cos:t or expense would bs for such an Educational
and Promotional Program. (Tr., FIP-63) Thas OUCC also rezo-mmends & registration
reguirement for ali PS3s in Indilazna and annual repsrting reguirements for all PSPs
te the Commission including Iafermation as to telaphone numbers oz, and
geographic iocaticas o, all Indiana pavphones.
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2. Discussion and Findings. TR '%6 mandates zhat any method for funding PIPs be
'fair and eguitaklie.' At this time, we have nct yet coaducted any hearings to
determine a2 'fair and equitable' method for Zunding PIPs, nor have any of the
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We note with interest that ncne of the parties currenzly serving PI? locaticens
nave advocated devising a method fcr sharing the curren:z cos:t ¢f those loczaticns.
#e take this es an indication of their willingness to continue shouldering these
ccsts, perhaps out ¢f a sense of civic duty, or perhaps due =2 a concern that the
cest of regulation would outweigh the cost of continuing to serve those PIPs. It
woculd be our preference that those parties, and other PSPs, zcontinue funding IPs
voluntarily.

Because we have not yet devised a 'fair and equitable' methsZ for funding PIPs,
we will not order any PSP at this time to serve a proposed or existing PIP
-ccation. However, we stress that if no PSP agrees to serve @ given PIP, we will
immediately convene hearings to impcse whatever funding mechanisms are appropriate
and consistent with TA '86.

If the PSPs decide that as an industry they would like to devise their own method
of allocating PIP costs, we would be willing to facilitate anv discussions and
meetings that might be necessary.

€. Publicizing the PIP program. The QUCC recommends the development of a
comprehensive program of notificaticn inciuding state agencies wizh a broad field
presence throughout the state, such as the Indiana Departmen: of Family and Social
Services, the Indianz Department of Natural Resources, the Indianez Department of
T“ransportation, the Indiana Department of Workforce Development, the State
Zrergency Management Agency, and the Indiana State Police, with local distripution
of PIP application forms being coordinated through the agencies' headquarters in
Zndianapolis. The OUCC suggests tha:t additional direct mailings might be given o
local government agencies and officials at the county, zownship, and city levels.
{See, Rees, Ex. 1, pp. 16-18.) The CUCC also asked the Commission to force the
payphone industry to fund the publicitcy campaign.

+15 A public interest payphone program similar to the one being implemented today
rhas been in effect since 1979. However, because it was rnever actively publiicized,
it is difficult to draw any conclusions about the demand for the program. Recent
regulatory and technological changes, however, might lead one o expect the demand
for PIPs to decrease. For example, with the deregulation of the pavphone industry,
it Is reasonable to expect an increase in the total number of payphones availakle
tc the public. In addition, the imstitution of the Lifeline and Link Up programs
Tursuant to our November 5, 1997 Crder in this Cause would seer likely To increase
<he penetration of residential telezhones, and thereby decrease the need for
cayphones, in lower income areas. With regard to technology, the advent of
wireless and cellular telephone systems, including pre-paid cellular phcne cards,
=ight lead most observers to expect the public's need for payzhones (including
BIfs) to actually decrease instead <f increase.
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Notwithstanding our discussion above, we fully support any eZforts <the OUCC might
make to publicize the PI? program; the greater the public awazeness of the
crogram, the bet:ier the public inzerest will be served. However, we will no:
compel funding fcr a PIP? publicity program unless it is done in a 'fair and
eguitable’ manner, and a& hearing would have to be convened tc Zetermine how this
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would be done. Therzfore, for the tire being z
of publicizing the program. First, = C iuded & campaign
piblicizing the Lifeline and Link Up rprograms menzicnad earlier. Urdoubtediy, many
of the social organizations that were contacteZ would also be interested .n the
PIP program. We suggest that the OUCC rees:teblish thcse coatacts and inform them
of the PIP program. The OUCC could alsc infcrm the various state agencies
headgquartered in Indianapoiis. Second, we direct our Publ:c Information OZficer to
post a description of the PIP program on the Commission's website, along with a
copy of the PIP Application Form. Third and last, we Iind that every LEC and PSP
should, upon denying a request for a payphone, fill out a 'Report of Denial of
Request for Payphcne, ' (the form originally proposed by the OUCC has been
modified slightly) which has been attached to this Order as Attachment C, and
forward that report to the Commission's Consumer Affairs Division. The Division is
then instructed to contact the payphone applicant, and if the location may qualify
as a PIP, forward a PIP Application Form to the applicant.

If and when hearings are convened to determine a2 fair and equitable method of
funding PIPs, we direct the presiding cfficers tc alsc inguire into the cost and
propriety of different means of publicizing the PIP rrogram.

7. Modification/Abrogation of Existing Payphcne Regulations or Standing Oxders of
the Commission Related to the Provisioning cf Payphone Service. As part of the
FCC's Payphone Order, the FCC promulgated rules amending Title 47 of Part 84 of
the Code of Federal Regulations that added Secticn 64.133C that reads as follows:

*16 64.1330 State Review of Payphone Entry and Exit Regulations and Public
Interest Payphones.

(a) Each state must review and remove any of its regulations applicaktle to
payphones and payrhone service providers that impcse market entry or exit
requirements.

(b) Each state must ensure that access tc dialtone, emergency calls, and
telecommunications relay service calls for the hearing disabled is available
from all payphones at nc charge to the caller.

(c) Each state must review its rules and policies to determine whether it has
provided for public interest payphone consistent with appiicable
Commission-guidelines, evaluate whether it needs =0 take measures to ensure
that such payphones will continue to exist in light of the Commission's
implementation of Section 276 of the Communications Act, and administer and
fund such programs so that such payphones are supported fairly and equitably.
This review must be completed by September 20, 1998.

Keeping in mind these FCC directives, we address the folliowing matters:
1. Rule 170 IAC 7-1.1-11(L).

Rule 170 IAC 7-1.1-11(L) requires each telephone utility to supply at least one
coin-operated public telephone in each exchange that utilizy serves. The rule
specifically states:
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{L} Puklic Telephcne Servize. {1 Each usilisy shall, where practiced!

LR

at ieast cone (1) coin public telephone in ezzh exchange the: will ke avazilzile

the rubliz on a twenty-four (24 hour basis. This coin public telephone shall be
-ocated ir a prominent location in the exchange and shail be iighted at night.

(2) Zxcept as provided in paragraph (1) above, & utility may not be required to
provide coin public telephone service at locations where revenues derived
therefrom are insufficient to support the reguired investment unless reasonable
public requirements relating to health, safety or welfare will be served. Cutdoor
public coin telephones should be lighted during the hours of darkness if power is
available and should be located in a place which cffers maximum protection from
vandalism.

GTE, Sprint and Ameritech Indiana all agreed tha: 170 IAC 7-1.1-11{L) is a
barrier to exit which the FCC's regulations require to be removed. (See 47 C.F.R. §
64.1330(a) above.) The OUCC did not disagree. Mr. Miri from Ameritech Indiana
further argued that 170 IAC 7-1.1- 11(L)(2) is not competitively neutral, as it
applies only to local exchange carriers and not independent payphone service
providers.

After reviewing TA '96, the FCC's Payphone Order, and the parties testimony, we
agree that 170 IAC 7-1.1- 11(L) is an exit barrier, and as such is no longer
enforceable. We instruct our General Counsel to taXe the necessary steps toc have
this reguliation deleted from our Service Stendards.

2. Standing Commission COPT Orders. The Commissicn in its Order issued in Cause
No. 38158, on November 25, 1987, permitting COPT providers to enter the public pay
phone market in Indiana, set forth minimum criteria each COPT station was required
to employ. Those criteria were:

1. Be registered with the Federal Communications Commission:

2. Comply with applicable federal, state, and iocal laws and requlations
concerning the use of pay stations by disabled persons;

3. Provide Dial tone first;

4. Possess the ability to access the 'Q' Operator and 911 service (where
available without the use of z coir or credi: card ;

5. Be able to provide credit card, collect, and tnird-party billed long
distance calls without the use of a coin;

6. Provide accessibility to all inter-exchange carriers where equal access
is provided;

7. May not limit the duration of a local calli;

€. Provide one local telephone directory annually;

9. Present an informal message, which may be audio or visual, in, on, or
adjacent to the COPT which explains its general operation.
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{Order, Cazuse No. 38158, 11/25/87, p. 13)

*17 The Commission's Order as to Criterion No. 9 further required the COPT
payphone to clearly display procedures to be follcwed when reguesting refunds or
reporting repzir problems as weil as the COPT provider's name, address and pricing
and instructicns for receiving a refund and/or regsrting service problems. (Order,
Id., pp. 13-14)
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Triteria Nos. 2,3 & 4 clearly satisfy the rejuirsmenzs of 47 CFR 64.-.320.% witn
regard to the remaining criteria, no testimony was presentad that would -usz-$&y
their elilmination. Because these nine criteria aprly to all payphone providers ws
believe they are competitively neutral, do rot viclate TA '3 or the above TCC

Fegulations, and should therefore cortinte in effect.

€. Notice to FCC. We instruct the Secretary c¢f the Commission te inform the FCZ
that this Commission has fulfilled the reguirements set forth in 47 CFR 64.1330. A
copy of this Order should be included.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED BY THE INDIANA UTILITY REGULATORY COMMISSION, that:

1. The Secretary of the Commission shall send a letter informing the FCC that this
Commission has addressed public interest payphones, as required by 47 CFR 64.1330,
along with & copy of this Crder.

2. The Secretary of the Commission shall send a copy of this Order to all Indiana
LECs (both ILECs and ALECs), to the Indiana Payphone Associazion, and to every
Individual Payphone Provider, to the extent their identity is known.

3. All Indiana LECs, IPPs and PSPs shall comply with the Findings contained herein
regarding the discontinuance of payphones, as well as the refusal of new proposed
locations, as set forth in Finding Paragraph No.4 herein.

4. The Public Information Officer of this Commission shall prepare a description
of this program for inclusion on the Commission's website at www.state.in.uas/iuzc.

5. The Consumer Affairs Division of this Commission shall follow the procedures
cutlilined herein for receiving and processing PIP Application Forms.

6. This Order shail be effective on and after the date of its approval.
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Attachment A
Definitionr of a Puklic Interest Payphone

Public Interest Payphones are essentlialiy payphones placed a: locations where =
payphone is required in the interest of public health, safety, and welfare, where
there would otherwise not be a payphone. Public Interest Payghones may only be
provided at the request or sponsorship of government entities or agencies.

Fundamental Guidelines of a Public Interest Payphcne
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1. A public interest payrhcone 1s 2 payphcne that gernerzell, dces ncst 'kbreaak
even', ..e. it does not vield sufiiciept revenue o rectover the cost ¢f its

placement, ongcing maintenance , operation and reasonable contribution and
therefcre in a competitive market place wculd no: normally be placed. It is
important to note that unless there is & reasonable retur:s allowed, there
will be nc incentive to bid on these phones.

2. There are no other coin cperated (payv per use) public thones located

at the same location, reasonably accessible to the genera. public.

3. The Public Interest Payphone is not part of a contrac: which provides
direct monetary benefit to the location provider (i.e. the paying of
commissions) from calls generated over that phone. H

4. Public Interest Pavphones are not coinless payphones.

5. If the payphone is located indoors, the location provider on whose
property the payphone is located agrees to the placement of a prominent sign
(outside and inside the facility), consistent with public ordinances, which
directs the general public to the payphone location.

6. The general public should have unrestricted access to the Public Interest
Payphone. Unrestricted access means that the payphone should be physically
and geographically accessible to the general public during the operating
hours of the facility. Thus, if the payphone is located iInside a building,
for example, the general public would be able to enter the building from the
street to use the payphone.

7. If a Public Interest Payphone is proposed for property owned by a person
or entity that has existing contracts for the placement of pavphones at other
locations, a demonstration should be made as to what efforts were made to
contractually require placement of 2 payrhone at the propcsed Public Interest
Payphone location.

Attachment B

APPLICATION FOR PUBLIC INTEREST PAYPHONE

Page 18

*+18 Please complete the attached application form for a cublic interest payphone.

If you have questions regarding completion of the applicazion form, please call

the Consumer Affairs Division (1-800-851-4268). Incomplete application forms will

be not be processed. Please ma2il the applicat..-. form to: Indiana Utility

Regulatory Commission Consumer Affairs Divisicn 302 W. Washington St. Suite E306

Indianrapolis, IN 46204

After the application form is received, somecne may contact vou with further

questions. If the application form is denied, vou may write a letter to the IURC

and request a hearing. If the application for a public interest payphone is

approved, the IURC will attempt to contact a company to provide that payphone. If

no company is willing the provide the public interest pavphone, we will contact

you. Lecation Owner's Name/Title: 3usiness or QOrgarnization You

Represent: Phone Number: Address cf Regquested Payphone Service:
Business Organization Name: Contact Person at Business or Crganization:

Name:

Phone:
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Address:
Type oI Business: Opern.ng late (1 e describe why a
payphone is requested in terms cf puk welfare
Please identify the government agency whz2 2 the location.

Is a2 low penetration rate for basic telephcrna se-vice for hcuseholds in the
immediate area a factor in the nomination of zhis location for a public interest
payphone?

Please circle: Yes No

If there is a payphone currently in operaticn at the proposed location, is it a
coin-operated payphone?

Please circle: Yes No

If you are proposing @ new location, will the payvphone be a coin-opezated
payphone?

Please circle: Yes No

Will the payphone be part of a contract which provides direct monetary benefit to
the location provider (i.e. the paying c¢f cocrmissions) from calls generated over
that phcne?

Please circle: Yes No If a payphone is propcsed for property owned by a person or
entity that has existing contrac:ts for the placement of payphones at other
locations, please explain what efforts were made toc contractuelly require
placement of a2 payphone &t the proposed location before the application was
submitted. _  _  _

If there are other payphones on the property, is compensation paid to the owner
or occupant cf the property for these other rayphones? Please circle: Yes No Don't
Know

What are the hours the requested public interest payphone will be made available
to the public?
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From a.m./p.m. Te a.n./p.m.

Please circle the days the public interest rayphcne will be available.

MTWTEF & S
Wiil the payphone be indcors or outdoors?

Please circle: Indcors Outdoors If indoors, does the propertv owner agree to the
placement oI a telephone company sign, outsicde the property, directing the general
public tc the location of the payphone? Please circle Yes No If No, Why not? ___
_ #will the payphone be located at a site where those residing in that
location canrot individually subscribe to thelr cwm telephone service? Please
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Circle: Yes Nc If vyes, rlease explain your unzerstanding of 1ne rezsen phins
service is not available t:c those residing in the arcea.

*19 Will the payphone be

effectively, or reasonably accessible to the general public?

Please Circle: Yes No

What is the approximate distance of the nezrest payphone, the location, and
provider?

To your knowledge, has there been a payphone at
circle: Yes No

If Yes, who was the provider?
If Yes, when was the payphcne removed?

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing information is true and

correct.
Signature Print Name Title
Jate Number where you can be reached during business hocurs

Attachment C

Report of Denial of Request for Payphone

1. Name/address of Payphone Provider Denying Request:
2. Payphore Provider Contact Person:

3. Contact Phone Number:

4. Name/Address of Requesting Party:

5. NamesAddress of Business or Organ:izaticn cf Requesting Parzy:
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located in an arez where no other tayphone is readily,

the proposes site before? Plezse
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€. Phone Number of Reguestirng Farty:

-

7. Address for Which Payphone Was Reguested (include County/Township):

8. Date Payphone Reguest Received:
9. Date Evaluation Completed:

10. Reason for Denial of Request:

11. If the payphone crovider has a contract(s) to provide payphone service on any

government-owned property in the city, county, or township listed in response to
questions 4 and 5 above, please answer the following:

A. Name/Address of contracting governmental entity and/or owner of public
property:

B. Contact Person: ___
C. Contact Phcne Number: _
D. Date current contract was executed:
E. Date current contract expires: _
FOOTNOTES

EN1 In proceedings construing Section 276 of the Zfederal Telecommunications Act of
1996 ('TA96') relating to the provision of payphone service, the FCC issued
several orders addressing, in part, public interest payphones: In the Matter of
Implementation of Pay Telephone Reclassification and Compensation Provisions of
the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Report and Ordexr, CC Docket No. 96-128, FCC
9¢~388 (relezsed September 20, 1996} ('Payphone Order') and Order on
Reconsideration, CC Cocket No. 96-128, FCC 96-439 (released November 8, 1596)
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EN2 Americech Indiana cites to the publiic utility commissions for the states of
Iowa, Missouri, North Caroline, Oklahoma. Oregon and Texas that have decided that
there is no need to establish a public interest payphone program. Upon
cross-examination, Mr. Miri also indicated that the state of Illinois has reached
a similar cenclusion. (Tr., PIP-22)

FN3 The Repor+t gand Order in CC Docket No. 96-128 Released September 20, 1996.

END OF DOCUMENT
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ACTION PAGE THREE

WEEK OF JANUARY 27, 2003

9.

I1.

12.

13.

DOCKET NO. 2002-333-C — Farmers Telephone Cooperative, Inc. — Request for Approval of Revisions

to its General Subscriber Service Tariff to Increase Directory Assistance Charges. Advise the
Commission of receipt of a Motion for Joinder of Party filed by Elliott Elam on behalf of the Consumer
Advocate, Advise the Commission of receipt of a Return to Motion for Joinder of a Party filed by
William E. DuRant, Jr., Esquire, on behalf of Farmers Telephone Cooperative, Inc. and FTC
Communications, Inc. Discuss matters with the Commission.

DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Request of Payphone Service Provider (PSP) for Certification to Operate in

the State of SC ~ Discuss with the Commission receipt of the following Application for Certification:
Jason Nikkel/Elizabeth Nikkel, Bowersville, GA.

DOCKET NO. 2002-309-C — Petition for Rule to Show Cause Request against T-ZAK Wireless, Inc.
d/b/a Talk Now USA — Discuss with the Commission rescheduling this matter for hearing.

DOCKET NO. 2002-332-E — Mount Vemnon Mills, Inc., Complainant, vs. Duke Power, Respondent.
Discuss with the Commission receipt of Mount Vernon Mills’ request to withdraw its pending
complaint. In addition, a Stipulation of Dismissal has been filed by Thomas C. Salane, Esquire, on
behalf of Mount Vernon Mills, Inc.

DOCKET NO. 1999-30-E - SC Electric & Gas Company - Request for approval of Extension of Large
Power Service Real Time Pricing (Experimental). Discuss with the Commission SCE&G’s request to

extend the current Large Power Real Time Pricing Tariff (Experimental) for two additional years until

January 31, 2005 and also continue its experimental status.
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ACTION PAGE TWO ‘ ‘
WEEK OF FEBRUARY 17, 2003

4.

TARIFF NO. 2003-33 - Touch 1 Communications, Inc., in its SC P.S.C. Tariff No. 1, is requesting
approval of Z-Line Long Distance as a new service offering. RETURN DATE HAS EXPIRED.

TARIFF NO. 2003-53 = Norway Telephone Company, Inc., in its General Exchange Tariff, is making
revisions in response to a recent compliance audit. RETURN DATE NOT APPLICABLE.

DOCKET NO. 2000-464-C - Approval of an agreement between Verizon South Inc. and ITC"DeltaCom
Communications, Inc. of adoption of an existing arbitrated Interconnection Agreement between AT&T
Communications of the Southern States, Inc. (“AT&T”") and Verizon South Inc., as filed under under
Section 252(i) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996. ITC*DeltaCom was certified to offer local
statewide local telecommunications services under Docket No. 1996-314-C.

DOCKET NO. 2000-430-C - Approval of an agreement between Verizon South Inc. and DukeNet
Communications, LLC of adoption of an existing arbitrated Interconnection Agreement between AT&T
Communications of the Southern States, Inc. (“AT&T”) and Verizon South Inc., as filed under under
Section 252(1) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996. DukeNet was certified to offer local statewide
local telecommunications services under Docket No. 1998-376-C.
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DOCKET NO. 2003-45-C - Approval of a Master Resale Agreement between Metro Teleconnect
Companies, Inc. and United Telephone Company of the Carolinas. Metro Teleconnect was certified to
offer local statewide local telecommunications services under Docket No. 2002-140-C.

DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Request of Payphone Service Provider (PSP) for Certification to Operate in
the State of SC ~ Discuss with the Commission receipt of the following Application for Certification:
Vista Pizza, L.L.C., Columbia, SC.




ACTION PAGE SIX ‘
WEEKOF MARCH 3, 2003

22. DOCKET NO. 2002-318-C — All-Star Acquisition Corporation — Application for a Certificate of Public
Convenience and Necessity to provide Interexchange telecommunications services; and modified
alternative regulation. Discuss with the Commission receipt of a request filed by Bonnie D. Shealy,
Esquire, to withdraw the Application without prejudice.

23. DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Request of Payphone Service Provider (PSP) for Certification to operate in
the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of a request to cancel Certificate (Order) No.
- 2000-474 granted to James Island Christian School, Charleston, SC.

" 24. DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Request of Payphone Service Provider (PSP) for Certification to Operate in
the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of the following Application for Certification:

-+ Bobby Caston, Simpsonville, SC. In addition, Mr. Caston has filed a request for waiver of guidelines to
allow blocking of in-coming calls.

25. DOCKET NO. 2002-302-C - Joint Application of Voicecom Telecommunications, LL.C., Voicecom
Telecommunications, Inc., and Premiere Communications, Inc. for approval of acquisition of assets
and for assignment of authorization. Discuss with the Commission receipt of a request filed by
George Rebensdorf on behalf of the Applicants for an extension of time to prefile testimony and
exhibits and to reschedule the hearing currently set for March 6, 2003.
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26. DOCKET NO. 2003-36-E — Progress Energy Carolinas’ — Application for approval of Economic
Redevelopment Rider ERD-2 to be effective on and after March 15, 2003. Discuss with the
Commission receipt of an Application filed by Len S. Anthony on behalf of the Applicant.
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ACTION PAGE THREE
WEEK OF APRIL 14, 2003

8.

DOCKET NO. 2002-344-C — Primo Communications, Inc. — Application for a Certificate of
Public Convenience and Necessity to provide Interexchange telecommunications services within
the State of SC; and for Alternative Regulation. Discuss with the Commission receipt of a letter
filed by Benjamin D. Ardelean on behalf of the Applicant requesting an extension of time to
prefile testimony and exhibits from April 3, 2003, until April 8, 2003. In addition, testimony of
Benjamin D. Ardelean has been received.

DOCKET NO. 2002-272-C - 3U Telecom, Inc. — Application for a Certificate of Public Convenience
and Necessity to Provide Interexchange Telecommunications Services and for Alternative Regulation.
Hearing held: 10:30 a.m., Wednesday, April 9, 2003. This matter is ready for final disposition.

DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Request of Payphone Service Provider (PSP) for Certification to operate in
the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of a request to cancel Certificate (Order) No. 86-
1167 granted to Simon Jinks, Yemassee, SC.

.ot DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Request of Payphone Service Provider (PSP) for Certification to operate in

-

12.

“the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of a request to cancel Certificate (Order) No.

2000-391 granted to Pizza of Laurens, Greenwood, SC.

DOCKET NO. 2003-2-E — South Carolina Electric & Gas Company — Annual Review of Base Rates for
Fuel Costs. Discuss with the Commission Staff’s request for a 1-day extension for Staff and all other
parties to prefile testimony and exhibits from April 9, 2003, to April 10, 2003. In addition, discuss a
request for a 1-day extension to file Rebuttal testimony from April 16, 2003, to April 17, 2003.
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ACTION PAGE FOUR
WEEK OF APRIL 21, 2003

4. DOCKET NO. 85-150-C - Request of Payphone Service Provider (PSP) for Certification to operate in
the State of SC - Discuss with the Commission receipt of a request to cancel Certificate (Order) No. 98-
— 507 granted to Little River Swim & Fitness Club, Little River, SC.

‘.\qu DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Request of Payphone Service Provider (PSP) for Certification to operate in
the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of a request to cancel Certificate (Order) No. 95-
— 1689 granted to David McLaurin, Charleston, SC.

““:-:\1’6.‘\ DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Request of Payphone Service Provider (PSP) for Certification to operate in
3, the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of a request to cancel Certificate (Order) No. 90-
- 1182 granted to Charles T. Van DeMark, Myrtle Beach, SC.

idi‘ DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Request of Payphone Service Provider (PSP) for Certification to operate in
the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of a request to cancel Certificate (Order) No.
- 2001-0016 granted to Quickmat Coin Laundry, Sumter, SC.
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\8\ DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Request of Payphone Service Provider (PSP) for Certification to operate in
the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of a request to cancel Certificate (Order) No.
= 1999-66 granted to Debra R. Harrison, Woodruff, SC.
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ACTION PAGE FIVE
WEEK OF APRIL 21, 2003

19.

21.

-22.

23.

DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Request of Payphone Service Provider (PSP) for Certification to operate in
the State of SC - Discuss with the Commission receipt of a request to cancel Certificate (Order) No.
1988-1009 granted to L&M Self Service, Lake City, SC.

DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Request of Payphone Service Provider (PSP) for Certification to operate in
the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of a request to cancel Certificate (Order) No. 98-
886 granted to Pelican Communications, Inc., Ladson, SC.

DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Request of Payphone Service Provider (PSP) for Certification to operate in
the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of a request to cancel Certificate (Order) No. 90-
085 granted to Ansa Khan, Santee, SC.

DOCKET NO. 85-150-C ~ Request of Payphone Service Provider (PSP) for Certification to operate in
the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of a request to cancel Certificate (Order) No. 96-
445 granted to Thomas Arthur Farr, Atlantic, VA.

DOCKET NO. 2003-109-E — Duke Power — Petition for approval of the transfer of property in
Greenville, SC. Discuss this matter with the Commission.
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ACTION PAGE FIVE
WEEK OF APRIL 28, 2003

16.  DOCKET NO. 2003-19-C - Unified Messaging Services, Inc. d/b/a Single Source, Inc. — Application
for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity to provide resold and facilities-based Local
Exchange telecommunications services and long distance telecommunications services within the State
of SC; and for Flexible Regulation and Alternative Regulation. Discuss with the Commission receipt of
a letter filed by Bonnie D. Shealy, Esquire, on behalf of the Applicant, requesting to withdraw its
application without prejudice.

17.  DOCKET NO. 2003-18-C — Alticomm, Inc.- Application for a Certificate of Public Convenience and
Necessity to Provide Interexchange and Local Exchange Telecommunications Services and for Flexible
Regulation of its Local Exchange Service. Hearing held: 11:30 a.m., Thursday, April 24, 2003. This
matter is ready for final disposition.

"‘18_& DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Request of Payphone Service Provider (PSP) for Certification to operate in
. the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of a request to cancel Certificate (Order) No. 89-
752 granted to Willard Rhymer, Bucksport, SC. (District 1)

Y
19 DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Request of Payphone Service Provider (PSP) for Certification to operate in
N the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of a request to cancel Certificate (Order) No. 92-
- 37 granted to Helms Vista Motel, Myrtle Beach, SC. (District 1)
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0\ DOCKET NO. 85-150-C - Request of Payphone Service Provider {PSP) for Certification to operate in

the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of a request to cancel Certificate (Order) No. 94-
732 granted to Sun Coast Communications, Inc., Myrtle Beach, SC. (District 1)




ACTION PAGE SIX
. WEEK OF APRIL 2§, 2003

21

22,

23.

24.

25.

DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Request of Payphone Service Provider (PSP) for Certification to operate in
the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of a request to cancel Certificate (Order) No. 88-
558 granted to Cola Bryant d/b/a Mr. Telephone, Orangeburg, SC. (District 6)

DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Request of Payphone Service Provider (PSP) for Certification to operate in
the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of a request to cancel Certificate (Order) No. 98-
744 granted to East Coast Payphones, Charlotte, NC. (District At-Large)

DOCKET NO. 2002-57-EC — Mr. and Mrs. James Tarmann, Complainant, vs. Duke Power, BellSouth,
and the Public Service Commission Staff, Respondents. Hearing held: April 10, 2003. This matter is
ready for final disposition.

DOCKET NO. 2003-2-E — SCE&G — Annual Review of Base Rates for Fuel Costs. Hearing held:
April 23, 2003. This matter is ready for final disposition.

DOCKET NO. 2003-36-S — Scenic Lake Park WWTP — Application for authority to increase its rates
and charges for sewer services in Sumter County. Discuss with the Commission receipt of a request
filed by Eddie Richardson, Owner of Scenic Lake Park WWTP, for an eight-day extension (from April
16,2003 to April 24, 2003) to prefile testimony and exhibits. In addition, testimony of Eddie
Richardson has been received.
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ACTION PAGE TWO
WEEK OF MAY 5, 2003

3.

DOCKET NO. 2003-147-C - Approval of a Resale Agreement between ALLTEL South Carolina, Inc.
and Flatel. Inc. that has been negotiated and filed pursuant to terms of the Telecommunications Act of
1996. This filing includes rates, terms and conditions concerning the resale of ALLTEL’s services so as
to enable Flatel to provide local telecommunications services. Flatel, Inc. was certified to offer local
statewide local telecommunications services under Docket No. 1999-515-C.

DOCKET NO. 2002-392-C — Global Communications Consulting Corp. — Application for a Certificate
of Public Convenience and Necessity to Operate as a Reseller of Interexchange Telecommunications
Services and for Modified Alternative Regulation. Hearing held: 11:30 a.m., Wednesday, April 30,
2003. This matter is ready for final disposition.

DOCKET NO. 2002-344-C — Primo Communications. Inc. — Application for a Certificate of Public
Convenience and Necessity to Provide Interexchange Telecommunications Services and for Alternative

Regulation. Hearing held: 10:30 a.m., Thursday, May 1, 2003. This matter is ready for final disposition.

6.x DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Request of Payphone Service Provider (PSP) for Certification to operate in

N
.

A

o,

M,
7o

o

the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of a request to cancel Certificate (Order) No. 93-
446 granted to Joseph T. Hardee, Gilbert, SC. (District 2).

DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Request of Payphone Service Provider (PSP) for Certification to operate in

the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of a request to cancel Certificate (Order) No. 88-
459 granted to Jimmy’s Tackle Shop, St. Stephen, SC. (District 6)
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ACTION PAGE THREE
WEEK OF MAY 5, 2003

8.

——

10.

11.

12.

DOCKET NO. 85-150-C - Request of Payphone Service Provider (PSP) for Certification to operate in
the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of a request to cancel Certificate (Order) No. 95-
1687 granted to Thomas Self, Trenton, SC. (District 3)

DOCKET NO. 1999-036-C - Promise-Net International, Ltd. - Application for a Certificate of Public
Convenience and Necessity to provide intrastate resold telecommunications services and for Alternative
Regulation. Discuss with the Commission receipt of a letter filed by Andrew O. Isar on behalf of the
Company requesting to cancel their Certificate. As of December 31, 2002, all SC customers were
migrated to their alternative carrier of choice.

DOCKET NO. 2000-168-C — Structus TeleSystems, Inc. — Application for a Certificate of Public
Convenience and Necessity to provide Local Exchange and Interexchange telecommunications services
in the State of SC and for Flexible and Alternative Regulation. Discuss with the Commission receipt of

a letter filed by Al Miller, Chief Operating Officer of the Company requesting to cancel their Certificate.

There are no SC customers to be affected.

DOCKET NO. 2003-140-E — Carolina Power & Light Company d/b/a Progress Energy Carolinas, Inc. —

Application for authority to issue and sell additional securities (Long-Term Debt). Discuss with the
Commission receipt of an Application filed by Len S. Anthony on behalf of the Applicant.

DOCKET NO. 89-230-E/G - Investigation of Property Transfers from SCE&G to SCANA — Advise
Commission of receipt of SCE&G’s notification that it plans to transfer real estate located in Jasper
County, SC, to the Beaufort-Jasper Water and Sewer Authority. Discuss with the Commission a request
filed by SCE&G to waive the requirement pursuant to Commission Order No. 92-931 of the 30-day
public notice of the availability of the property for public sale.
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10.

11.

12.

ACTION PAGE THREE
WEEK OF MAY 12, 2003

DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Request of Payphone Service Provider (PSP) for Certification to operate in
the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of a request to cancel Certificate (Order) No.
2001-445 granted to Pean W. Wood, Mt. Pleasant, SC. (District 1)

DOCKET NO. 2003-3-E — Duke Power — Annual Review of Base Rates for Fuel Costs.  Discuss with
the Commission receipt of a request filed by the Commission Staff for a one-day extension of time, until
May 8, 2003, to prefile testimony and exhibits.

DOCKET NO. 2002-342-W — Ralph’s MHP Water System — Application requesting approval to
abandon water system in Eastover, SC. Hearing was held on April 8, 2003. This matter is ready for
disposition.

DOCKET NO. 2003-41-S — Moore Sewer, Inc. — Application for adjustment of rates and charges for
provision of sewer collection. Request by Company to reschedule hearing scheduled for May 29, 2003.
Request by Staff to modify prefiling dates for testimony and exhibits. Discuss with the Commission.
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ACTION PAGE THREE
WEEK OF MAY 26, 2003

8.

10.

DOCKET NO. 2003-113-C — VarTec Telecom, Inc. — Application for approval of Flexible Regulation
of their Local Exchange services tariff filings. Return Date has expired with no intervention. Discuss
this matter with the Commission.

DOCKET NO. 2002-124-C — ACN Communication Services. Inc. — Application for approval of
Alternative Regulation of its Interexchange business type services. Return Date has expired with no
intervention. Discuss this matter with the Commission.

DOCKET NO. 2003-52-C — Teleglobe USA Inc. and Teleglobe USA LLC — Application for approval
of assignment of assets and issuance/transfer of Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity and
related transactions and for Alternate Regulation. Discuss with the Commission receipt of a Motion
for Expedited Review filed by Faye A. Flowers, Esquire, on behalf of the Applicants. In addition, we
have received Verified Testimony of Charles Tievsky, Assistant General Counsel of Teleglobe USA
Inc. and Teleglobe USA LLC.

DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Request of Payphone Service Provider (PSP) for Certification to Operate in

the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of the following Application for Certification:
COBO Phone Enterprises, Greenville, SC. (District 4)

DOCKET NO. 2003-3-E — Duke Power — Annual Review of Base Rates for Fuel Costs. Advise
Commission of receipt of a Stipulation entered into between Duke Power and the Consumer Advocate.
Hearing held: May 21, 2003. This matter is ready for final disposition.
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ACTION PAGE EIGHT
WEEK OF JUNE 16, 2003

29.

-+

DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Request of Payphone Service Provider (PSP) for Certification to Operate in
the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of the following Application for Certification:
Cen-Tex Pay Telephone Co., San Antonio, Texas (District At-Large).

30, « JPOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Request of Payphone Service Provider (PSP) for Certification to operate in

—

31

32.

33.

\’%3 the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of a request to cancel Certificate (Order) No. 97-

442 granted to National Telephone Company, Atlanta, Georgia (District At-Large)

DOCKET NO. 2003-103-C — Lockhart Telephone Company — Application for approval of extraordinary
retirement of Digital Central Office Switching Equipment. Discuss this matter with the Commission.

DOCKET NO. 2002-416-C — Generic Proceeding to review requirements for Competitive Local
Exchange Carriers providing prepaid local exchange. Discuss with the Commission receipt of a Motion
for Order Allowing Filing of Reply Testimony by Intervenor, National ALEC Association/Prepaid
Communications Association. In addition, Aspire Telecom, Inc., the SC Telephone Coalition, and
BellSouth have also filed similar requests.

DOCKET NO. 2003-184-E — Duke Energy Corp. — Application for authorization under Article 13,
Chapter 27 of Title 58 of the Code of Laws of SC, 1976, to issue an sell securities. Discuss with the
Commission receipt of an Application filed by Robert T. Lucas, II1, Esquire, and William F. Austin,
Esquire, on behalf of the Applicant.
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ACTION PAGE SIX
WEEK OF JUNE 30, 2003

23.

__/—-

24.

25.

26.

27.

DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Request of Payphone Service Provider (PSP) for Certification to Operate in
the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of the following Application for Certification:
Rain Tree Motel Corp., Myrtle Beach, SC (District 1).

DOCKET NO. 98-150-C — Choctaw Communications, Inc.d/b/a Smoke Signal Communications -
Application for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity to provide both Local Exchange and
Long Distance Telecommunications Services within the State of SC. Discuss with the Commission
receipt of a request filed by E. B. “Tommy” Thomas, President to cancel their Certificate. Company has
no customers in SC; therefore, no revenue for the year ending 2002.

DOCKET NO. 2003-157-C — George Haynie, Complainant, vs. MCI WorldCom, Respondent — Discuss
with the Commission receipt of a Notice and Motion to Make More Definite Statement or to Dismiss
filed by Darra W. Cothran, Esquire, on behalf of MCL.

DOCKET NO. 1999-177-C - CenturyTel Long Distance, Inc. - Application for a Certificate of Public
Convenience and Necessity to provide intrastate resold telecommunications services within the State of
SC. Discuss with the Commission a request filed' by Thomas M. Forte, Consultant to the Company, to
cancel their Certificate and withdraw its tariff. Company does not have any SC customers; and they
have ceased operations in the State.

DOCKET NO. 2003-128-E — South Carolina Electric & Gas Company — Application for a Certificate of
Environmental Compatibility and Public Convenience and Necessity for the construction and operation
of the Yemassee Transmission Line. Hearing held: June 26, 2003. This matter is ready for final
disposition.
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The Public Service Commission
State of South Carolina

Gary E. Walsh
Executive Director
Phone: (803) 896-5133
Fax: (803) 896-5246

Posted: 07/11/03 12:00PM pao
UTILITIES DEPARTMENT AGENDA

WEEK OF JULY 14, 2003

COMMISSIONERS

Mignon L. Clyburn, Sixth District

Chair

Randy Mitchell, Third District

Vice Chairman

William "Bill" Saunders, First District
Jarnes Blake Atkins, Ph.D., Second District
Nick Theodore, Fourth District

H. Clay Carruth, Jr,, Fifth District

C. Robert Moseley, At-Large

Utilities Department

D. Wayne Burdett, Manager
Phone: (803) 896-5125

Fax: (803) 896-5199

Session:

The Commission's regularly scheduled meeting will be held each Tuesday in the Commission's conference
room at 10:30 a.m. or as soon thereafter as any hearing which may be set on the morning thereof is concluded.
Information concerning the date, time and place of any special, rescheduled or called meeting will be posted on
the Commission's bulletin board at its offices, Synergy Business Park, 101 Executive Center Drive, Columbia,
South Carolina, as early as is practicable but not later than twenty-four hours before the meeting.

COMMISSION ACTION ON THE FOLLOWING ITEMS:

1. TARIFF NO. 2003-245 - Qwest Communications Corporation in its South Carolina Tariff No. 1 is
introducing Qwest Unlimited Calling Plan as a new offering. RETURN DATE HAS EXPIRED

2. TARIFF NO. 2003-256 - AT&T of the Southern States, LLC, in its General Services Tariff, is
grandfathering its AT&T 7cent Offer Plan and referencing the specific URL to the internet Pricing

Guide for AT&T Green VII Plan. RETURN DATE HAS EXPIRED

“":3‘. DOCKET NO. 85-150-C - Request of Payphone Service Provider (PSP) for Certification to Operate in

# " Sandra’Y. McCollum, Greenwood, SC. (District 3).

~, the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of the following Application for Certification:

PO Drawer 11649, Columbia, SC 29211, Synergy Business Park, 101 Executive Center Dr., Columbia, SC 29210, 803-896-5100, www.psc.state.sc.us
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ACTION PAGE TWO
WEEK OF AUGUST 4, 2003

4. DOCKET NO. 2003-224-C - XO Long Distance Services, Inc. — Application for a Certificate of Public
Convenience and Necessity to expand its telecommunications authority to include Competitive Resold
and Facilities-Based Local Exchange Services within the State of SC and for Flexible Regulation of its
service offerings. Advise Commission of receipt of an Application filed by Faye A. Flowers, Esquire,
on behalf of the Applicant. Order needed establishing deadlines for prefiling testimony and exhibits.

5. DOCKET NO. 2003-226-C — Telecon Communications Corp. — Application for a Certificate of Public
Convenience and Necessity to provide Resold and Facilities-Based Local Exchange and Interexchange
Telecommunications Services within the State of SC, and for Flexible Regulation of its Local Exchange
Services, and for Modified Alternative Regulation of its Interexchange Services. Advise Commission of
receipt of an Application filed by John J. Pringle, Jr., Esquire, on behalf of the Applicant. Order needed
establishing deadlines for prefiling testimony and exhibits.

.%A

% DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Request of Payphone Service Provider (PSP) for Certification to Operate in
*_ the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of the following Application for Certification:
-+ Combined Public Communications, Cincinnati, OH (District At-Large).

o
\ DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Request of Payphone Service Provider (PSP) for Certification to Operate in
the State of SC - Discuss with the Commission receipt of the following Application for Certification:
- Gary G. Strickland, Mullins, SC (District 6).
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'i%qz DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Request of Payphone Service Provider (PSP) for Certification to operate in
5,  the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of a request to cancel Certificate (Order) No. 86-
~— 184 granted to Beverly’s Homestyle Laundromat, N. Charleston, SC (District 1)
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ACTION PAGE TWO
WEEK OF AUGUST 11, 2003

4.

DOCKET NO. 2003-242-C - Approval of a Resale and Interconnection Agreement that has been
negotiated between Verizon South and Connect Now! Telecommunications. This filing this filing
contains rates, terms and conditions concerning the interconnection of the companies’ facilities and
resale of Verizon's services so as to enable Connect Now! to offer local telecommunications services.
Connect Now! Telecommunications was certified to offer statewide local telecommunications services
under Docket No. 2003-95-C.

DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Request of Payphone Service Provider (PSP) for Certification to Operate in
the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of the following Application for Certification:
Jim & Peggy’s Social Club, Inc., Westminister, SC. (District #3)

DOCKET NO. 2002-192-E - South Carolina Electric & Gas Company, Complainant, vs. Palmetto
Electric Cooperative, Inc., Respondent. Discuss with the Commission receipt of Palmetto Electric

Cooperative’s Motion to Supplement Exhibits.

DOCKET NO. 2003-220-E — Carolina Power & Light Company d/b/a Progress Energy Carolinas, Inc. —
Application for approval of Optional Meter-Related Programs. Discuss with the Commission receipt of
an Application filed by Len S. Anthony on behalf of the Applicant.

DOCKET NO. 2003-7-W— Dowd Water Systems, Inc. — Application for approval of meter-based

distribution fees for Stephenson Lakes Water System. Hearing was held on August 6, 2003. This matter

is ready for disposition.
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ACTION PAGE TWO

WEEK OF SEPTEMBER 15, 2003

4. TARIFF NO. 2003-376 - Excel Telecommunications, Inc.. in its South Carolina P.S.C. Tariff No.2, is
making rate changes in accordance with Commission Order No. 84-622 in Docket No. 84-10-C. The
affected service is the Company’s Employee Long Distance Service Program. RETURN DATE NOT
APPLICABLE.

5. DOCKET NO. 2000-489-C — T-NETIX Internet Services, Inc. — Application for a Certificate of Public
Convenience and Necessity to operate as a reseller of Interexchange telecommunications services within
the State of SC. Discuss with the Commission receipt of a letter filed by Robin Norton, Consultant to T-
NETIX, requesting the immediate cancellation of its Certificate and withdrawal of its tariff.

w‘%}a DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Request of Payphone Service Provider (PSP) for Certification to Operate in
the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of the following Application for Certification:
—f Laundry Mart of Georgetown LLC, 221 Old Augusta Drive, Pawleys Island, SC 29585 (District #1)

ﬁ‘:ﬁ% DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Request of Payphone Service Provider (PSP) for Certification to Operate in

R

{1l State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of the following Application for Certification:

-+ ASP Communications, P.O. Box 581, Commerce, GA 30529 (At-Large)
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8. DOCKET NO. 2001-431-C - Power-Finder West Communications, LL.C. — Application for a Certificate
of Public Convenience and Necessity to provide resold Interexchange telecommunications services
within the State of SC; and for Alternative Regulation. Discuss with the Commission receipt of a letter
filed by Winafred Brantl, Esquire, requesting to withdraw the pending application.




ACTION PAGE THREE
WEEK OF SEPTEMBER 22, 2003

8. DOCKET NO. 2003-270-C — Palmetto Telephone Communications, LLC. — Application for a
Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity to provide Local Exchange and Exchange Access
Service to customers located in certain areas currently being served by Verizon South, Inc. and Request
for Flexible Regulation of Local Exchange Service Offerings. Advise Commission of receipt of an
Application filed by Margaret M. Fox, Esquire, on behalf of the Applicant. Order needed establishing
deadlines for prefiling testimony and exhibits.

9. DOCKET NO. 2003-21-C — Better World Telecom, Inc. — Application for a Certificate of Public
Convenience and Necessity to operate as a reseller of intrastate Interexchange telecommunications
services within the State of SC. Discuss with the Commission receipt of a letter filed by James F.
Kenefick, President of Better World Telecom, Inc. requesting a continuance of the hearing scheduled for
September 24, 2003. In addition, Company is requesting modification of prefiling deadlines.

*DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Request of Payphone Service Provider (PSP) for Certification to Operate in
~ the State of SC ~ Discuss with the Commission receipt of the following Application for Certification:
-+ International Payphone Corporation, 726 E. Long Avenue, New Castle, PA 16101 (At-Large)

11. DOCKET NO. 2003-133-C — OneLink Communications, Inc. — Application for a Certificate of Public
Convenience and Necessity to Resell Intrastate Telecommunications Services. HEARING HELD: 11:30
a.m., Thursday, September 4, 2003. Advise the Commission of receipt of Late Filed Exhibit. This
matter is ready for final disposition.
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ACTION PAGE TWO
WEEK OF OCTOBER 6, 2003

3. DOCKET NO. 2003-282-C - Request for approval of a Master Interconnection, Collocation and Resale
Agreement between United Telephone Company of the Carolinas and Tel West Communications, LLC.
This filing contains rates, terms and conditions concerning the interconnection of the companies’
facilities and resale (9.78% wholesale discount) of United’s services so as to enable Tel West to provide
local telecommunications services. Tel West Communications (f’k/a Hart Communications) was
certified to offer statewide local telecommunications services under Docket No. 1997-230-C.

4, DOCKET NO. 2003-221-C - Rufus Watson, Bay Meadows Homeowners Association. Complainant, vs.
Horry Telephone Cooperative, Inc., Respondent. Discuss with the Commission receipt of Rufus S.
Watson’s Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings. In addition, Horry Telephone Cooperative has filed a
response to the Motion.

5% i, DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Request of Payphone Service Provider (PSP) for Certification to Operate in
* the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of the following Application for Certification:
Hunter Communication, 125 Candy Cane Lane, Lexington, SC 29072 (District 2)

6. DOCKET NO. 2003-290-C - TSI Telecommunications Network Services, Inc. — Application for a
Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity to provide resold private line services in the State of
SC. Advise Commission of receipt of an Application filed by David J. Robinson on behalf of the
Applicant. Order needed establishing deadlines for prefiling testimony and exhibits.
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7. DOCKET NO. 2003-291-C - Sail Networks, Inc. — Application for a Certificate of Public Convenience
and Necessity to provide Facilities-Based/UNE-P Local Exchange telecommunications services in the
State of SC; and for Flexible Regulation. Advise Commission of receipt of an Application filed by Scott
Elliott, Esquire, on behalf of the Applicant. Order needed establishing deadlines for prefiling testimony
and exhibits.




“ ACTION PAGE SIX
~, WEEK OF NOVEMBER 24, 2003

20.
+

DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Request of Payphone Service Provider (PSP) for Certification to Operate in

the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of the following Application for Certification:
Evercom Systems, Inc., 8201 Tristar Drive, Irving, Texas 75063 (District At-Large)

DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Request of Payphone Service Provider (PSP) for Certification to operate in
the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of a request to cancel Certificate (Order) No. 96-
737 granted to Sloppee’s, Inc., Taylors, SC (District 4)

DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Request of Payphone Service Provider (PSP) for Certification to operate in
the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of a request to cancel Certificate (Order) No.
1999-391 granted to Dino’s Clock Family Restaurant, Greenville, SC (District 4)

DOCKET NO. 85-150-C — Request of Payphone Service Provider (PSP) for Certification to operate in
the State of SC — Discuss with the Commission receipt of a request to cancel Certificate (Order) No. 92-
483 granted to Great Games, Inc., Chapin, SC (District 2)

DOCKET NO. 2000-287-C — Gulf Coast Communications, Inc. — Application for a Certificate of
Public Convenience and Necessity to provide Local telecommunications services statewide.
Discuss with the Commission receipt of a request filed by Christopher P. Bovert on behalf of the
Company to cancel their Certificate. No business was ever conducted in SC; therefore, no SC
customers will be affected.
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STATE OF ALABAMA
ALABAMA PUBLIC $SERVICE COMMISSION
P.O. BOX 304260
MONTGOMERY, ALABAMA 36130-4260

JIM SULLIVAN, PRESIOENT WALTER L. THOMAS, JR,
JAN COCK, ASSOCIATE COMMISSIONER SECRETARY
GECRGE C, WALLACE, JR,, TE CC INER

BeliSouth Public Communications, Inc,, APPLICATION: To divest assels and
abandon operations.

Applicant
DOCKET 25737
ORDER
BY THE COMMISSION:

8y filing of July 28, 2003, BellSouth Public Communications. Inc. (“BSPC") notified the
Commission of its intention to divest itself of its assets and ¢cease operations at or near the end
of the first quarter of 2004. BSPC is a corporation in the State of Georgia and is a wholly
owned subsidiary of BellSouth Telecommunications, In¢. ("BellSouth®).

BSPC obtained its Certificate of Public Convenlence and Necessity to provide Intrastate
Telecommunications Service from the Commission an March 3, 1997 in Docket 25737 and
began its operations on April 1, 1997. In order to divest its assets, BSPC is selling some of its

payphones that are in place to other payphone service providers or to {ocation providers after
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de-branding all equipment. Additionally, BSPC is selling some of its payphones in bulk to other
equipment providers. BSPC intends to transfer suppart type equipment and assets to
BeliSouth on an as needed basis and in full compliance with established affiliate transaction
rules.

BSPC asserts that its decision to exit the competitive payphone marketplace in Alabama
will have no adverse effect on any other payphone service provider's ability to order access

lines. BSPC represents that payphone providers can attach their payphone sets and other



DOCKET 25737 - #2

customer premises equipment to the various local exchange networks in order to provide
payphone service to the public.

We have considered BSPC's request to divest its assets and cease its operations in
Alabama. We find said request to be consistent with the public interest, convenience and
necessity. .

IT IS, THEREFORE, ORDERED BY THE COMMISSION, That BellSouth Public
Communications, Inc. Is hereby authorized to divest its assets and cease its Alabama
operations pursuant to the terms and conditions discussed above.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, That jurisdiction in this cause is hereby retained for the
issuance of any further order or orders as may appear to be just and reasonabile in the
premises.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, That this Order shall be effective as of the date hereof.

DONE at Montgomery, Alabama, this oloﬁ day of November, 2003.

ALABAMA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

Jim Sulrivg. Presiden;

)Lm ot
an Cook, Commissioner

George C. Wallace, Jr.. Commissioner
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ATTEST: A True Copy
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )
) CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
COUNTY OF RICHLAND )

The undersigned, Carl Bell, hereby certifies that he is employed by the law firm of
Richardson, Plowden, Carpenter & Robinson and that he has caused BellSouth Public
Communications, Inc.’s Motion for Expedited Review in Docket No. 2003-77-C to be

served upon the following this December 11, 2003:

F. David Butler, Esquire

General Attorney

S. C. Public Service Commission
Post Office Box 11649

Columbia, South Carolina 29211
(PSC Staff)

david.butle sc.state.sc.us

(U. S. Mail and Electronic Mail)

Susan B. Berkowitz

South Carolina Appleseed Legal
Justice Center

Post Office Box 7187

Columbia, South Carolina 29202
(Women’s Shelter)

sberk@scjustice.org
(U. S. Mail and Electronic Mail)
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William J. Hines

807 Walters Lane

Columbia, South Carolina 29202
(Women’s Shelter)

bih629g@aol.com
(U. S. Mail and Electronic Mail)




PC Docs # 483462

Laura F.H. McDonald
Stephen J. Rosen
Marc A. Lindsey

Levine, Blaszak, Block & Boothby, LLP

2001 L Street, NW
Suite 900

Washington, DC 20036
(Women’s Shelter)

Imcdonald@lb3law.com
(U. S. Mail and Electronic Mail)

John F. Beach, Esquire

Ellis Lawhorne

Post Office Box 2285

Columbia, South Carolina 29202
(SCPCA)

jbeach@ellisfirm.com
(U. S. Mail and Electronic Mail)

Elliott F. Elam, Jr.

Acting Consumer Advocate

3600 Forest Drive, Suite 300
Columbia, South Carolina 29204-4006
elam(@dca.state.sc.u

(U. S. Mail and Electronic Mail)
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